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THANE NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
S02ti Thmme Road, Junenu, Alsskm 99sol (907)5ss.3451

June 14, 1991

Mr. Ken Mitchell
Juneau District Ranger
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Aleska 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

[

Our association would respectfully request that you extend the comment deadline
on the Forest Service’e draft environmental impact statement on the Kensington
Mine from August 1 to October 30 rind delay hearings planned for mid-July until
October 1.

The gillnetting fleet will be fishing from mid-June until October and this means
that almost no fisherman will be able ta review the Kensington draft EIS with any
degree of thoroughness until September. Nor will fishermen be able to attend
hearings until October which is when the gillnetting season will come to a close.
The gillnetters area key group to be affected by the Kensington proposal. In
addition, the trollers will be fishing until September 20 and they, too, are
interested in this project bccausc stocks which they fish cn would be impacted.

I believe it is important for the Forest Service and the developer as well as for the
public to ensure that sutlkient time for public comment is provided; in this case,
the timing is just really off.

The Thane Neighborhood Association has been focused on the propoeed reopening
of the AJ mine; however, we are also interested in the Kensington project because
of the cumulaf.ive socio-economic impacts which will be occurring if both the
Kensington and the AJ mine proposal are approved.

1 would appreciate your consideration of this request and look forward to hearing
from you.

JUNEAU
Sin cerel y, RANGER DISTRICT

Paula Terrel
President

J.;;19’91

KENSINGTON DEIS
RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

1.1
“The Forest Service received many requests to extend the comment period and. . .
[move the public meetings to a time later in the year. In response, the

(oomment period was extended from 60 days to 90 days. The extended
(comment period closed September 3, 1991. Two water quality workshops were
;added to give the public additional opportunity to learn about and discuss
~water quality and related issues. The water quality workshops vvere held
August 8, 1991 in Haines and August 9, 1991 in Juneau. These dates
‘coincided with the EPA public hearings on water quality. The Forest Service
1feels this extension of the comment period, combined with the added water
quality workshops, provides a reasonable balance between the public’s desire

‘to provide input on the project and the proponents desire to move the project
forward on a timely basis.

l)lSTtllL7 RArNtikH.._-_
:~MttTY RANGER.. .. .. .

-. —__
~EC —-_...__,_
F81W
Bfd ---—— . . . . ...
Vls .—..__._..
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RAN(XR DISTRICT ,

,JQl:211’91 I.)ISIHICTHAN(it13/!!
Mr. Ken Mitchell
Juneau District Ranger :fMw.?.!.!N.?E?.-.::=d&d

8465 old Dairy Rd.
Juneau, AK 99801 ‘%’ .........-–..--_

~une ~7F $~~.......–-- .....—

E3M._.-.-.. -—----------

Dear Ken:
Vls ,.,.__ .. ..-. ___________

[
Z*Z ~he Fore~tservice*s draft environmental impact staternent~n the

e respectfully request that you extend the comment deadline on

Kensington mine from August 1 to October 1, and delay hearings
(planned for mid-July until September.

The summer months are extremely busy for many of the people who
have an interest in reviewing the Kensington project. Few will
be able to give the draft EIS the attention it deserves during
the presently scheduled comment period. ‘l’herequested extension
would make it possible for more people to review the EIS, provide
detailed comments to the Forest Service, and attend September
hearings.

We believe that it would be in the Forest Service*s and the
Kensington Venturets best interests to receive detailed comments
now, during the draft EIS comment period, rather then later after
a final EIS is issued. All parties will benefit if concerns are
airsd early in the process.

We would appreciate your reply ae coon ae poseible. Thank you
for your consideration.

&44ALL’LeAJ
‘Dale Kelley

“

A a a Troller

<v

ssociation

horn Ely
Ly:~cana)Xonse tion

Sincerely,
.-.

‘- ;an~’;:--$<il’ec+-.

prrnn

SE AK Conservation-Council

‘G2%i&e*J z%%’k?%+~’”’—
(-Uni ed Fishermen of Alaska United SE Alaska Gillnetters

.

Alaska Trollers Association
130 Seward Street #213
Juneau, AK 99801
586-9400

Friende of Eierners Bay
949 Goldbelt
Juneau, AK 99801
586-5631

Lynn Canal Conservation, Inc
P.o. Box 1014
Haines, AK 99827
766-2869

Southeaat Alaaka Conservation Council
419 Sixth Street #328
Juneau, AK 99801
586-6942

United Fishermen of Alaska
211 4th Street #112
Juneau, AK 99801
586-2820

United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters
P,O. BOX 21186
Juneau, AK 99802

2.1

Please 8ee response no. 1.1.
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GREGORY FRANK C()()K

ATTORNEY AT LAW

P.o. mm61%Dmv,lm%Alsska99824
(907) st16-9719

M.iii,,,.k,,,,s.AL.+44O.#@.

Hr. Ken Mitchell
Juneau Ranger District
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 998o1

June 21, 1991

RE : KENSINGTON MINE--EIS--P[JR1,TC COMMENT PERIOD

Dear Mr. Mitchell,

(We respectfully request that.you extend the deadline for receipt of
3.1 public comments ontheu.s. v.s. clri!ftEIS for the Kensington Mine 3.1

until October 1, 1991. Please see response no. 1.1.

This office hae provided you with written comments on behalf of the

D Territorial Sportsmen km[ore the clraft document was released.

&
Unfortunately, I leave Alaska for the summer to perform contract
work (guiding mountaineering trips in the Alps--not a bad duty!)
and cannot complete review of the draft or prepare comments for
review by the Sportsmen until my return.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

JIJNWJ

RANGIWIXSIFilCT /~2=----.

Gregory F. Cook
J,,,!-/,“gl

DISTRICT RANGER..__
y:MLJ:J_ANGER.—___

—.—.
REC__.__—________
F&W ______
ELM__..—— ______
w’s .__ .... ...-.–.._. ____
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4,1
Please see response no, 1,1,

4.2
The projected impacts on fisheries of all alternatives are fully displayed in
Chapter 4 of the FEIS. The conclusion is that implementing any of the
alternatives studied would have no significant effect on the commercial fishery,

4.3
The expected impact on tourism is reflected in the Chapter 4 discussions of
effects on visual resources and effects on recreation. Although some tourists
may react negatively to the presence of the mine, it is expected that many
would consider it to be a point of interest along Lynn Canal, The project
would be designed to reduce the contrasts with the surrounding landscapes
consistent with the Visual Quality Objectives.

4.4

It is technically impossible to backfill all tailings into the mine,

4.5
Chapters 2 and 4 of the FEIS include a discussion of water treatment that was
not included in the DEIS,
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53

5.4

55

5.&

5.1
Please see response no, 1,1

5.2
This comment is similar to others that questioned the adequacy of the existing
baseline information. Concerns have been raised by different individuals and
entities that existing information is inadequate to perform a valid assessment
of impacts to the aquatic resources in the Point Sherman area.

This view holds that the aquatic biota needs to be rigorously studied to
determine spatial and temporal changes in population levels for all or most
species within the affected zone, Proponents of this view advocate such
studies for at least one or two years to be able to describe baseline abundance
and migration patterns during all seasons. It is argued that this information is
needed on larval and older life stages of all major benthic, demersal, pelagic,
and planktonic species that might be in the vicinity.

on its face this view may seem like an appropriate approach for predicting
effects and monitoring outcome to learn in fact whether damages occur.
Some believe that this approach would be necessary to determine mitigation
levels should damages occur.

That view, however, completely fails to recognize the high degree of natural
variability within aquatic populations like those inhabiting Lynn Canal, The
aquatic communities in Lynn Canal are not unlike those in other areas along
the West Coast of Alaska, Canada, and the Pacific Northwest in complexity.
The biota inhabiting these waters are tremendously dynamic; interactions
between organisms and between organisms and their environment are
extremely complex, Migrations of many of the species of concern that utilize
Lynn Canal extend for hundreds of miles, if not thousands, during which highly
variable conditions are encountered. Some of those conditions vary naturally,
while others are related to man’s involvement, like fishing, which also vary
significantly.

Populations in the Lynn Canal area for which some type of time series data
exist commonly show large fluctuations, This point is exemplified in salmon
gillnet catches, which commonly reflect changes in population sizes. Since
1970, the annual catch of sockeye in Lynn Canal has varied between 18,400
and 472,000, averaging approximately 208,000 over a 20-year period, Within a
five-year period between 1985 to 1989 the catch of chum increased from about
124,000 to nearly 700,000, coho from about 50,000 to 98,000, and pink from
about 38,000 to nearly 240,000,

Abundances of other non-salmon species in the area show at least an equal
degree of fluctuation, as demonstrated, for example, for walleye pollock, This
species was very abundant throughout the region in the 1970s but is now only
a small fraction of those levels. Causes of the decline are, not known,



The detailed comments from the State of Alaska’s letter dated September 3,
1991 attest to the dynamic nature of fish populations in the Lynn Canal area
(page 21): “Poilock were over-abundant in Lynn Canal in the early to mid-
1970s. Their populations crashed in the late 1970s and have been at a low
ebb since, There have been other local species composition changes during
the last twenty years as well, e.g., an increase in salmon abundance, a

decrease in herring, true cod, and tanner crab abundance, etc.”

Those points are a good characterization of the highly variable nature of the
aquatic communities in Lynn Canal. (Characterizing the pollock population as
“over-abundant” in the 1970s, however, presupposes that some lower, more
stable level is somehow more normal, which of course is not known for a long
period of time, What is “over-abundant” for these populations? Normal
appears to be large fluctuations.)

The decline in the Tanner crab populations bears special note. The Lynn
Canal stocks have suffered in very recent history from an outbreak of a blood
parasite. The first recorded isolation of this parasite reported in the literature
occurred in Lynn Canal, where it now apparently affects up to 95 percent of
the Tanner crabs in the upper canal (Meyers et al. 1990). The disease appears
to cause a 100 percent mortality. This condition is yet another example of the
dynamic nature of these animal populations and the complexity of factors
affecting their abundance and movements.

Given these natural conditions existing in Lynn Canal, an approach to establish
pre-treatment conditions to evaluate treatment impacts would require a
colossal effort extending for many years, The time period would need to be
long enough to describe both annual and longer term fluctuations in
abundance and to do so with sufficient statistical power. Some species of
concern, like halibut, have relatively long lives, and the period of study would
need to be very long.

This issue was addressed for salmon species by Lichatowich and Cramer
(1979). They described the number of years of study that would be required
to detect a statistically significant change in abundance or survival of salmon
within a single river system due to human intervention. They concluded that

studies of abundance and survival would require 20 to 30 years to produce
only an 80 percent chance of being able to detect a 50 percent change. The
time period needed to evaluate changes for the populations utilizing the area
of concern in Lynn Canal could be much longer.

In short, studies of abundance would provide a very low statistical sensitivity to
detect change due to the proposed projeot.

A comprehensive study approach of the kind being advocated, which
realistically would extend no more than a few years to establish baseline
conditions, would provide virtually no more statistical power in being able to

predict outcome than with information riow available, Likewise, use of such
‘ data for mitigation purposes would be of little or no value.



Comments calling for extensive studies, including those from the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, have
failed to address this matter, Expectations for such studies are unrealistic and $
not borne out of careful consideration of how the information would be used, ~
The concerns of Lichatowich and Cramer (1979) about too little attention being ‘-
given to the matter of statistical power in setting up environmental studies is $
highly relevant to the comments of those agencies. a

g
The approach that is being used to project impacts for the FEIS is based
mainly on inferences from an assortment of information, Some of this s

information was collected at or near the project site, while some was from -u

other areas in Lynn Canal and the larger region. Combined, this body of %
(D”

information is substantial. It includes data on oceanographic conditions, ~
harvest records, aquatic surveys, and life history studies, Much of this data “-
was not collected as part of this project. I

~
This approach assumes that the various species of animals known to occur in ~
Lynn Canal do in fact utilize the waters at or adjacent to the project outfall.
More studies to document additional species at the site, which are already
known to occur elsewhere in the region, would be of no additional value to this i
approach.

The approach then considered the opportunities or likelihood that animals or Istheir habitat would be exposed to or disrupted by some form of change.
~

Shce the DEIS was issued several additional studies have been conducted to
better define existing conditions. These studies were aimed at describing
juvenile salmonid usage of the nearshore environment along Lynn Canal in the
vicinity of the project, and at quantifying and describing freshwater fish
populations and their habitat in Sherman and Sweeny creeks. Results are
presented in the FEIS.

5.3
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation ~
of both the Kensington and AJ mines. Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS. Im2
5.4
The Forest Service, as lead agency for preparation of the EIS, is responsible
for displaying the range of environmental effects of the project, including
socio-economic effects. This serves to alert responsible local, State and
federal officials who can implement measures that fall outside Forest Service
authority, The Cky and Borough of Juneau (CBJ) is reviewing the social costs
of project construction, Their Large Mine permitting process is the appropriate

mechanism for requiring mitigation of socio-economic impacts.

5.5 a

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
~

included in the DEIS. ~

5.6 Is
It is technically impossible to backfill all tailings into the mine,
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Mr. Kenneth E. Mitchell
District Ranger, Juneau
Tongass National Forest
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

June 25, 1991

Ranger Dist.

I am writing to request you to consider extending
the deadline for commenting on the Kensington Gold Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

This office plans to eubmit commente on the DEIS as
well as the draft NPDES permit, 401 certification, and
section 404 permit for the project. I suspect that our
reasons for requesting additional time to review the DEIS
probably are not unique: the need to review simultaneously
the relevant documentation for each of these permitting
actione, compounded by the prese of other business and the
fact that June-July coincides with many vacation and other
summer activity plans. Under the circumstances, I think it
is likely that the Foreet Service would receive more, and
more thorough, input on this project if the public were
afforded an enlarged comment period.

Thank you for considering this request and for
keeping thie office informed of any planning development.

Sincerely,

& <a

cc: S. Douglas Miller, NWF

Debra L. Donahue JIJNEALI

‘taff cOunsel RANGER DISTRICT

J’”03’91

6.1
Please see response no. 11.

r.mwcr 13ANGEH.–.––
DEPUTY RANGER . .._ ...._
rLM .-– —.._. .. .. . . . . ...
REC . . . .. ........ .... . . . . . . . .
F & W ... ... ... ... . . . .. ... . .
RM .— .. .. . .. .. .. . . .. ..
Vls ,_._..._........–. ...-.-..



7.1
Please see response no, 5.2.

7.2
The Forest Service has forwarded your comments to the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and Alaska Department of Environmental

Conservation (ADEC). Under the Clean Water Act EPA is responsible for
issuing NPDES permits in Alaska and ADEC is responsible for determining
whether such permits meet Alaska water quality standards, These are the
permit(s) that would govern any discharge into Lynn Canal. The Forest
Service, through authority in issuing a plan of operations, will require that
these permits be in place before any discharge is allowed.

7.3
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both the Kensington and AJ mines, Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

7.4
Several readers of the DEIS commented that the use of underground tailings
disposal combined with dewatered surface disposal represented, in their
opinions, the best possible combination for disposal of project wastes. The
DEIS, in Chapter 2, discusses the attributes of backfilling tailings into the mine.
About 12 percent of the tailings could be backfilled into the mine. In the very
best case, assuming no expansion of the estimated 12,000,000 ton ore reserve,
this would leave over 10,5oo,OOOtons of tailings to be disposed on the surface.
This would result in little measurable reduction in impacts to other resources,
Chapter 4 of the FEIS contains an expanded discussion of the geotechnical
aspects of dewatered tailings disposal as compared to conventional tailings
disposal.

Although the EIS analysis cannot support required tailings backfill based on
the environmental impacts of surface disposal, the EIS does recognize that
some minor reduction of impacts would occur should backfilling take place.

7.5
The Kensington Venture has supplied the Forest Service with a conceptual
reclamation plan for the tailings facility (see DEIS, Appendix A), This plan
contains sufficient detail to determine that long term reclamation of the tailings
is feasible and gives the Forest Service the information needed to complete
the NEPA analysis.



After the ROD is issued the Kensington Venture will be required to prepare a

0.1.

%.4

June 26, 1991

Ken Mitchell, Juneeu District Ranger
U.S. Forest Service
j8465 (Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaaka 99801

‘ Plan of Operations. A detailed tailings reclamation plan will be required as
JUNE,~U

RAt4GER01s~lm
part of that plan. No mine development work can proceed until the Plan of

Operations is approved by the Forest Service, One aspect of approval of the
Plan of Operations is the setting of bond amount on the project. By this

1’. ,J~.91. mechanism the Forest Service will insure that sufficient funds for long term
reclamation of the project are available.

OISTIWCTRANGER . . ...... .
DEMWTYRANGHI .. ... ....

In addition to the Forest Service required bond, the City and Borough of
Juneau (CBJ) will require a bond for the project through their large mine

REC:::,:::::-_-::-::
F&w.,._...__., _______

permit procedures. The Forest Service and CBJ will work together to insure

M –.-. —.—-....-....,
that all aspects of the project will be covered by an appropriate bond.

VW ..–...--,-.. __,-_ ._-._.
7.6
Please see response no, 5.4.

Dear Mr. Mitchell,

We have grave concerns about
gold mine at the Lynn Canal.

the development of the Kensington

We request that you conduct a thorough study of the local creb,
bottomflah and juvenile salmon uae of the Pt. Sherman area.
Without this survey the EIS’S aaseeament of marine impacts is
speculative.

We also feel that should a tailings dam be needed that a waate-
water treatment plant be built eo as to not allow diachatge of
.any pollutants into Lynn Canal. We belieave that the tailings
should be put back into the mine. Thie would greatly reduce
visual and water quality impacts and eliminate the need
altogether for a tailingaa dam. And furthermore, that dry
tailings disposal for tailings be utilized that cannot be back-
filled.
.

The cumulative impacta of the development of the Kensington mine
needa to be assessed, including but not limited to the effect of
the population increaae and eocial needs of the communitY and
that the Kensington mine venture should be responsible for the
additional coats incurred as a result of the population increaaa.

We hope that you will pay great attention to our requesta
preserving what we feel is the moat beautiful and sensitive
of Southeaat Alaska.

Very-truly youra, /’

for
area

7.7
Please see response no, 1.1,

8.1
Please sea response no. 5,2,

8.2
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included inthe DEIS.

8.3
Please see response no, 7,4

8.4
Please see responses no. 5.3 and 5.4.

/“ )

J’ i,)~;’;(((’,-!! @mu~/’’4A.A‘(’{
Louise and Oscar Steinberg

4 -’-1

‘/
/?
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June 26, 1991

9.1
[

GLACIER 13AY SEA KAYAKS
P O. f,”. 26

J(JNEA[J

RANCHI UISIRICT

““ 01”91i
GUS.AVUS ALA S. A99826

t907) 697.2257

LMSIRI(;l tv\NtiER ___
$),:qUIY RANGER .—.—
1 I-WI .._ . . . . . . . . ..- ______

Ken Mitchell, Juneau Distr Lct Ranger
REG . .. . . . . .. . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . ..

U.S. Forest Service
F&W . ..-_......_-.--.—_

13L65 Old Dairy Road
BM ........ . . . .... ....... ....._

Juneau AK 99801
Vls . . . . . . . . .. .. . . ..._

Hey There Ken!

I writing voice my opinion on the Kensington Gold Mine. I
would Ifke to see the comment dendline extended utrtll
October first, a postponement of the hearing until September
or October in order to give people a chance to attend. The

busy Tot#rism eeason ie in full ewing during July and August
and many people are working many long honrs and will not
have tbe time or the energy to attend these hearings.

?

“1

I would also like to see some other things go into effect

~ 9$2 hefO re the mine 1s decided upon: a thorough stt!dy of local
crab, bottomfish and juvenile salmon use of the area, a
wastewater treatment plant required so none of tbe

$? [~~~~;gnts e"ter Ly"n Canal, af.llaesesme"t foc;m~;J~ve
of Kensing and A-J population increases.

feel the mine should be required to backfill and put
tailings back into the mine to further reduce the effect to

~~ thela”d. Use dry tailings disposaI fo the teilinge that
cannot be back-filled. This technique eliminates the need
for a tailings clan, rednces surface inpacts, and protects

9.6 local creeks. Develop II long term plarI for maintaing any
tailings dam in perpetuity.

Thank=you for your consideration.

c+’

9.1
Please see response no. 1,1

9.2
Please see response no. 5,2

9.3
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

9.4
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both the Kensington andAJ mines. Please see Chapter 40fthe FElS.

9.5
Please see response no. 7.4.

9.6
Please see response no. 7.5.



10.1

I(26

GLACIER BAY SEA KAYAKS
PO 90,26

G(,s,nv”s A! A.3KA 9913213

(907) 697.2257

June 26, 1991

Ken M[tche Il

Juneau District Ranger
U.S. Forest Service
8465 Old Oairy Road
Juneau AK 99801

Hey There Ken!

JUN!NIJ

RANGF.WDISTRICT

,“” 01’91

WSIRICI t{AlwiER ...=
DWUWR ANGER.._-._
TLM ._...__ .._...–._-_
REC .. ..... . . ... . ... _,
F&W . ._ ........—-- .....-.._
~M ....._.----------------
w

1 am writing to voice my opinion on the Kenst.ngton Gold
Mine. I wo~!ld like to nee the comment deadline extended
until October first, a postponement of the hearing until
September or October in order to give people a thence to

,nttend. The busy Tourism season is in full swing during

July and August and many people are working many long hours
and will not have the time or the energy to attend these

hearinga,

“I would nlnrr Ilke to see Rome other thlnga go into effect
before the mine it+ decided upon: a thorough study of locat

crab, bottomffsh and Juvenile salmon use of the area, a
‘waetewater treatment plant required so none of the
pollutant enter Lynn Canal, n full zrssesment for cumlative

limpacta of KenaLng and A-J population increases. I also

feel the mine should be required to backfill and put

tailings back into the mine to further rednce the effect to
the land. Use dry tallin~s disposal for the tailings thtrt

cannot be back-filled. This technique eliminates the need
-for s tniltnga dam, reduces surface impacts, and protects

local creeks. Develop u long term plan for mninteing any
tallinga dam in perpetuity.

.

Thank-you for your conaideratlon.

10.1
Please see response no, 1.1.

10.2
Please see response no. 5.2.

10.3
Chapter 20fthe FElS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

10.4

Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both the Kensington and AJ mines, Please see Chapter 40fthe FElS.

10.5
Please see response no, 7.4,

10.6
Please see response no. 7.5



GLACIER BAY SEA KAYAKS
PO. BOX 26

GI, S7AVUS. A, ASKA 99826

(9071 697-22S7

JUNEAIJ

RANGER DIS?RICT

!“” ‘J1’91

.June 27, 1991

Ken Mitchell, .Juneau Oistrict l~anger
Us. Forest Service
8495 old Dairy Road
Juneau AK 99t301

Oear Ken,

This letter 1s to voice my conc~rn about
Mine. I oppose this for health, land and
The land from the mine will be pcrmantly

DISTRICT RANGER .——
DEPUTY FLANGER–_
TLk______
REC___.—–—.—:
F&W_____
BE_____________
Ws. -_–_

the Kensington Gold
aesthtcs reasons.
damaged, scarred

the oriy,lnal beouty will never again be the same. I can not
imagine that 20-30 million tons of “toxic tailings” ca” be
good for the environment. Tbe cyanide-lnced water can not
be good for tile water table from which many people may be
effected. 1 feel that the environmental concerns are

“somethtng for you to take into serious consideration, Along
with the possibility that if the state of Alaska gaJns a
reputation of n scarred land with mines ruining the natural
beauty we will soon begin to lose the revenue the state
gains from tourism..

“rhank-yott for your consideration.

Sincgrely, =----t I

11.1
The impacts of tailings on ground water quality are displayed in Chapter40f
the DEIS. No impaction ground water quality are anticipated.

11.2
Please see response no. 4,3,
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12.1
Please see response no. 1,1,
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13.1
Please see response no. 1,1.

f3.2
Please see response no. 5,2.

?3.3

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was noi
included in the DEIS.
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13.4
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both the Kensington and AJ mines. Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

13.5
Please see response no. 5,4.

13.6
Please see response no. 7,4.

13.7
Please see response no. 7,5,
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14.1
Please see response no, 1.1.

14.2
Please see response no, 5.2.

14.3
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

14.4
Please see response no, 7.4.

14.5
Please see response no, 5.4.
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15.1
Please see response no. 1.1.

15.2
Please see response no. 5.2.

15.3
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not

included in the DEIS.

15.4
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines. Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS,

15.5
Please see response no. 5,4.

15.6
Please see response no. 7,4.

15.7
Please see response no. 7,5.
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Juneau Uistrict Ken Mitchell
U.S. Forest Service
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

James R. M~ckovjak
[Jo. n(’)~ 63

Gustavus, Alaska 99826
June 30, 1990

Dear Ken:
This letter is in regard to the proposed Kensington

mine, which, especially in its current conception is just
another example of of how certain individuals are willinq to
sacrifice the long-term health of our ertvironment for
comparatively short-term financf.algain. I worked on a
salmon tender in Lynn Canal for perhaps five years in the
1970’s and was very impressed with that area. In my current
capacity as a buyer and seller of Alaskan seafood I em well
aware that one of the few things we really have going for us
is the actual and perceived wholesomeness and naturalness of
our products. If, as is likely, Lynn Canal becomes polluted
from mine tailings, we are directly damaging the
marketability of our fishery products..

Personally I feel that our technology has far
outstripped our ability to manage ik, and that as a nation
we would be better off to wait at least a generation before
we initiate any new projects which substantially affect.our
environment. in the case of the Kensington mine, the gold
from it would really have very little use. Most Of it iS
just hoarded--if we would limit our production of gold to
that which is consumed in indusrty, the hoard would just
increase in value (supply/demand). My guess is that all of
the hoarded gold in the world is worth a certain amount,
$espite how much there is.

At any rate, I urge the Forest Service to conduct
thorough studies of the local crab, bottomfish and juvenile
salmon use of the Pt. Sherman area. I also urge the Forest
~crvice to demand that a wastewater treatment plant at the
Krnlsington mine and not allow any pollutants to be
discharged into Lynn Canal. Additionally, I urge to Forest
service to consider backfilling to tailings back into the
mine and also to use a dry tailings disposal.

As ever, \’

J
-.,,—

Jim Mackovjak

P.s. I took some guests over to Pt. Adolphus several days
ago to view the whales there. I didn’t count them but
there were perhaps six clearcuts at Pt. Couverden
which were clearly visible as ugly scars.

16.1
Please see response no, 4,2,

16.2
Please see response no. 5.2.

16.3

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included inthe DEIS.

16.4
Please see response no, 7,4,
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HAINES BOROUGH
P.O. Bow 1209 ● Malnea, Akka 99827 c (9071 7*2711

U. S. Department of Agriculture
Forest Serv\ce
Regional Of ftce
709 W. 9th Street fXIRR=QN~~~_ NtX

Juneau, AK 99801 fu3P13UMUmBE MAtlEDBY:
<&N& g

Hello, “-

At our June I@th, 1991 Regular Borough Ass’ernbly e&t{n9, I
wa9 inctructsd to convey the follouirrg concerns and requests

regarding the Kensington H{rre project;

1. The Ha!nes Borou9h is very concerned about the eff!cacy
of the proposed d!acharge into the Lynn Canal.

I
2, The Asssmbly requssts thet ths public commsnt per!od be

extended 60 days so that our working local fishermen may ha::

~ 1~~ :dequate tine
to comment and that the Hnfnes publlc meeting

elayed until after the g{llnet season,
s

t
lhat there be no permitting until

17.2 studi~; have

adequate b$seline
bean completed for fish, wildl!fa and oceanography.

L
Thank you for your attention to this Matter.

Z$fijj{
Haines Borough !layor

ccl Al,aska Departreent of Fish 6 Gama - Hab!tat Divieion
Juneau C}ty & Borouph Planning Commission

E

17.1

Please see response no. 1.1

17.2

Please see response no. 5.2.



369 S. FRANKUNSTREET,SunE200
JUNEAU,ALASKA99801
(907)463-3466Ol?463-4453
FAX (907)463-4961

July 2, 1991

Kenneth 1?. Mitchell
District Ranger
Juneau Ranger District
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Hr. Mitchell:

I have been attempting to review the Kensington Gold Project
DEIS and have some general comments.

0 The comment period, June l-August 1, falls in the peak
of the tourist season, when I am already occupied
aeven days per week, 12 PJ.US hours per day. This is
the worst time for myself, others in the tourism
industry, and, I expect, those in the fishing industry.
All of us may be directly impacted by this project.

“ The physical format of the document (horizontally
bound legal-eized pages) makes it incredibly
uncomfortable and ungainly to read, as does page
after page of green ink. In addition, saris serif type
is not well suited to lengthy documents.

“ I have not been able to locate an index to allow me
to target areas of the DEIS of particular concern to
my business. There is not even a comprehensive table
of contents to allow easy access to materials.

o Finally, your July 11 public hearing ie unlikely to
be well attended. Not because there is not concern
over the reopening of the mine, but because Juneau
residents are working jobs in the field, are kayaking,
and otherwise occupied. Summer hearings are not
realistic in Juneau.

I request that the Forest Service: 1) extend the comment period
through October 15 to allow a month after touriet/fishing
season for public review of the document; 2) the public hearing
be held in early October; 3) an index and comprehensive table
of contents be prepared and made available to the public at
least one month befo,re the comment deadline; and 4) that the
Forest Service establish document format etandards which ensure

that the public is not faced with an ungainly, difficult to
read document such as the Kensington DEIS again. Were it not for
the trees and other resources involved, I would ask for a
reprint.

In “Caring for the Land and Serving People,” I hope that
you are responsive to my concerns.

18.1

Please see response no. 1,1,

18.2
The FEIS includes an index and Table of Contents.

18.3
The FEISisprinted on standard&5x 11 inch format. Itisprinted in two
volumes to make it less cumbersome, The Chatham Area hasa printing
advisory committee, We have forwarded your comments to them.

syey? ,,fti-_:-

1~ CC: Southeaet Alaska Conservation council
,<,:,- John Halterman, Chair, Juneau Planning Commission
Karl Wart Mana~ing Partner
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19,1
Please see response no. 1,1.

19.2
Please see response no. 5.2.

19.3
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS. >

19.4
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines, Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS,

i9.5
Please see response no. 7.4.
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20.1
Please see response no. 1,1,

20,2
Please see response no. 7,4,

20.3
Please see response no, 7.5

20.4
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

20.5

Please see response no, 5,2.

20.6
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from opera{ion
of both Kensington and AJ mines, Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

20.7
Please see response no. 5,4,

7M’& (; Lt. .24..-
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21.1
Please see response no, 1.1.

,



22.2

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

22.3

*-M +U”L Please see response no, 7,4,

lb
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23.1
Please see response no. 1.1.

23.2
Please see response no. 7.4.
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24.1
Please see response no. 1.1.

24.2
The DEIS hearings were well attended and much testimony was given.
Approximately 150 people attended the Juneau hearing with 30 people giving
testimony. Gver 80 people attended the Haines hearing where 34 people
testified.

/JA---LA.



25.1
25.1
Please see response no, 1.1,
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26.1
Please see responses no, 5.2 and 5,3.

26.2
Please see the discussion on material spills on pages 4-17 to 4-18, 4-19, 4-21
(2 places), 4-33, 4-37 and 4-72 in the DEIS. This discussion has been carried
over to the FEIS.

26.3
Please see response no. 1.1.

26.4
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

26.!5
Please see response no. 5.4.

26.6
Please see response no. 7.4.
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United states department of Agriculture
Forest Service
Region 10, Tongass National Forest
Juneau Ranger District
8465 old Dairy Road

Zf

Juneau, Alaska 99801
M-tent 1-II: Kertneth E. Mitchell

District Ranger

Ra: Kensington Testimony
presented 7-11-91

JUNE,VJ

RANGFH CNSWII13

.JISIHIU twuEH ..k

.>EFUTY RANGER . .._.
/+.ILM _.-.._—– _

*EC _. .. . . . . . .
: &w .._..—___
3M______
$/Is_.. - .. . . .

2$.1

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

concerns have been raised regar13ing the desire of local
banking institutions to finance the additional housing which
■ight be rmaded as a remult of the Kens ingt.an. It is first
of al 1 uncertain that the Kensington *s opening would cause a
notable net increase in loca 1 residents given that there is
a high 1ikelihocd of state government employment rmductio”s,
and that the miners will have the ability to 1ive elsewhere
in southeant IAue to the planned work scheduie. Hewevsr, in
ertter to be conservative in our view of the future, we can
assume m significant influx of individuals and families
seeking hausing.

The Junaau commercia 1 banking industry has met the housing
needs of this community in the past, and will centinue to do
so in the future. At this point in time, the Natlanal Bank
of Alaska is financing BWOral owner-builder as well as spec
units in town, mnd we will continue to do so as long IISeach
project ❑eets our standard requirements. These requirements
have NoT changed dramatically over time, rather the dy”amica
of the local economy has fluctuated. Variables such as the
relationship of appraisal values to construction costs
dictate what lending is faasibls .

Funds ARS available now for construction lending, and when
the need arises and the economies are sound, lending WILL
occur. At the present time, the cost of construction still
generally exceeds the current values as determined by
appraisal. 19hen the housing need is sufficient to negate
that cost differential, homes will be built, and built in
sufficiant quantity to satisfy eco”c.mlcally sound demand.

It should also be noted that estimated mino life is simply
NDT a consideration tIy our bank with Keqard to lendimq to
individuals for purchase of persona 1 residences.

we enjoy the uniqueness of Juneau, and do not see it
threatened by opening of the Kensington, but in fact nee
mining as tbe kind of ●COII081C diversity necessaty to
maintain the lifestyles W4 enjoy. TM banking institutions
of Juneau stand rea.Ay to previde the funding needed to react
to the changes mining may require, thereby assisting our
community to develop a 90r4 diverse future beyond that of
declining state government.

sin*lY,

28.1
Thank you for your comments.

.
Manager



Larry Pepper
PO. Box 2 I 1043

Auke Bay, AK. 9982 I
July 11, 1991

Ken Mitchell, Juneau Dlstrlct Ranger
8465 Old Dairy Rd
Juneau, AK, 99801

Mr. Mitchell:
I would Ilke to comment on the Forest Service’s draft environmental

Impact Statement (EIS) regarding the Kensington Mine on Lynn Canal, near
Juneau, AK. I have some serious concerns about the extent that thfs impact
statement wIII really “protect” the environment:

I ) The wastewater treatment plant’s discharge of cyantde, arsenic,
cadmium, copper, zinc, lead, and selenlum vla the “mlxlng zone” 1s a
totally unacceptable way dtspose of the tafllngs. Prime ftsherles will be
pollutedl The Pt, Sherman area serves as a major corridor for salmon
returning to spawn In rivers of the upper canal, In addltlon, these levels

,of discharge exceed federal and state standards:
2) Please conduct thorough studies of local crab, bottomflsh, and

juvenile salmon use of the Pt. Sherman area, Without these, the ElS’s
-assessment of marine impacts is speculative.

3) “Backfill”, or put talllngs back into the mine.
4) Use dry tailing disposal for talllngs that cannot be back-filled

This technlcfue eliminates the need for a taillngs dam, reduces surface
Impacts, and protects local creeks.

5) Develop a long-term reclamation plan for maintaining the tailings
dam In perpetul t y.

In order that public be given ample opportunity to comment I ask
that you extend the present comment deadlfne (August I ) at least two
months and continue hearhw Into the fall when most people are In town.\

Please gtve serious c&sideration to the above; a quallty
environment ts not just a special Interest group It Is the Ilfeltne to all
living thlngsl

SlncerelY, n

29.1
The Environmental Protection Agency (see Appendix D Draft NPDES Permit)
has proposed effluent limits for the project based on federal standards. The
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation has not yet determined
whether the effluent limits set for the project meet State standards for receiving
water quality. No discharge will be allowed that does not meet both State and
federal standards,

29.2
Please see response no. 5,2.

29.3
Please see response no. 7.4.

29.4
Please see response no. 7,5.

29.5
Please see response no. 1.1,
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Juasau District l?ongw Ken Mit.chrrll
1).S. r nrcct. turvicr~
RtI&j [)ail.y R(1,
JLJIW%IU.AK 9(RJ01

l)ear Mr. Mitcr!nll

* An a Frequent, trrurist, who hrm tnwrn privileged t,a
knaw J.lw uniqta? bpaltty and puritv af the I tmn
f~ilrld. } Wa!i :Jrr!at.ly dishlrtll?d A I.)U, I.f?rl[)lk IIF
tlw dr,st.rl jet.k]n irivxwnt h} the prbpr]srxJ Kensirlgton

*.I I ,“ld mine. ~

Wan wr much lrremerlioble drrmr+gehas d rpadv Ixwn
dIIIIr? to Alrr!rka’s rmalngv, it i!r rrF the mn!jt, Iwgunt,
Importance that prntwtivs measures bo tdoxr to
presrnm al I U d. rwmairw, and I.llat the r (west
~JpI.t(iC~?tl,3s Llw rwqrmlwit)ili ty t.u Iw first ad
mast, vigorous in trstablkrhinq arid enforcing such
maammm.

\ddh9km \tlL/ilc

30.1
Thank you for your comments.

Kat.hlr?a!l M. Ktrill



31.2

m?!?< bell:

31.1
Please see response no. 1,1.

31.2
Please see response no. 5,2.

Potential habitat for brown bear does exist within the project area. Information
gathered from meetings with the ADF&G and onsite field surveys indicate that
brown bear useofthis area is minimal. Asindicated inthe DElS(pg3-42), the
ranges of brown and black bears generally do not overlap. Black bears are
known to occur within the pfoject area and potential impacts to black bear
populations was a concern identified during early scoping meetings with the
ADF&G. The Forest Service hasused ahabitat approach to assess potential
impacts to black bear andother wildlife species (see pg4-45in DEIS). Loss of
habitat and noise influences were projected to reduce the habitat capability of
suitable habitat within the project area byapproximately eight bears. Ongoing
ADF&G radio-collar monitoring of black bears in the project area will be used
to verify these projections if project development occufa.

The commitment bythe Kensington Venture to incinerate garbage and
develop a people/bear management plan in cooperation with the ADF&G will

minimize theriskfor loss of bears through bear/people encounters.
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31.3

31.4

.31.6

31.6

32.7

31.$

31.9

and d,.(mpina.

31.3
Please see the expanded discussion of water quality impacts and aquatic
impacts in the FEIS, Chapter 2of the FEISincludes a discussion of water

treatment that was not included in the DEIS.

31.4
Please see response no. 26.2.

31.5
Please refer to the reclamation plan outlined in the Applicant Proposal
(Appendix A, DEIS) and the expanded discussion of management, mitigation
and monitoring in FElSChapter2.

31.6
Additional anaiysis has been done toassess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines. Please see Chapter 40fthe FElS.

31.7
Please seethe description ofavailable social sewices in DElSChapter3. The
DEIS states that some services are currently not adequate for the population.
The City and Borough of Juneau (CBJ), through their Large Mrne permitting
process, will address mitigation of socioeconomic impacts.

31.8
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines. Please see Chapter 40fthe FElS. The
addition of 1000 people to the Juneau population would add about 4% to the
total population. Overall road congestion and other impacts would be
expected to be proportional to the population increase.

31.9
Please see response no, 5.4.

b
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32.1
Please see response no+ 1,1.
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IJ~ FgI-eSt.~pr,vir~

134fi5 Old Ctairg Pd.
,JIUII.W, AK gg~o I

Dper 111-Ilil.chpll

We arp cmnrimt.jng on the dt oft El~ of tlII? pI-npOW F’ctt$it”tgl.nt] gnlfl mil”tP 011

l_lJnll C.sria] bet. yteen Halrm and Juneau, AlfJWa

Wp slronglq n~pnqp the dischrjrqp Of rrnq fWllIIf LUI!5 lnl.n LI$In ~?mal All

‘waler ?Imilld b~ cnmplf?[elf.j clrjanerl tiIj a w?jste.;yatpr Irr?at.rnonl. p\wI1. bpf~ll.p

l!. 1s, di$c.tvjrq~fl TherP $lKIIIlrj w!. t!? 8 nwrj frw rl l.oxi( mixing ZCIIIPif fill

t.m:ic n]fiteri~i$ EN-premovpd prlnr to dischaf-qp nf Wat.pt-

Vfp believg [hat al} t.ailing$ shnulfi br+r?plarerJ in I.W undwqround mine aft. pl-
gnlfl ZIIMJ o~h~r or~$ are t-etllov~fl, TfIIs .v/cNI]rJ ~llnlln~t.~ t.t(e nr+~,~ for rJ

tailings dam, would reduce @ossihl@In;:ic chwnicat and 11.eavl~nwt. al

contamination of the land rmfl sl.trrounrjlng ‘watprs, and ‘vmuld be
a?stheI.icallg more acceptfibl~.

The EI’3 ass~ssrru?nl, of impacts cm mat-ine animnis CJOPSnot rpst on 9 $I?C.UI-I?
fo!mrjal.inn nf Infnrmal.lnf) AS g dlypr, I Wqluld Ilvp 10 kIIOW l.tlrjl St. UdlPS of

crab in thp F!. ‘5iwrman at-pa at-e w?ll l.mdwstnod twfort! ttwq are im~cwtMi I

shnuirt hope that there is ilttle im@act Flwt.hermorr? we nfy?d 10 know n-ml-e
aboul. krj/ salmon at)d bottomfi~,h I./se the Pt. Sherman area before iri”lpact

assessment. is possible.

Tlwre is a rwwd fnr a Inng twm rw Imnat.imr plan In particular, if a i.ailing~

dam is ccm?.t.rucl.ed, i \s maintenanr;p must. be accountpd for.

There ar~ prnpo~als for dev~ioping t.v/o s~parate largP mining opwa(ions in

tiw .iI.IIWaUqion $Irl]tjl(anpol]?lg.” What are t.fie cl.itniula!.ive ef f ec!.s nf both

flwsP mines’7 Wha( are t.llp cnnlbinwj Pconornic, sncial, popl[lat. ion irnpacl.s
110.~lln~alj? wim .WIII pwJ for tlww impart. $? WiIo will paq for tlw incr~as~d

dny care and sc.hnol cosls~ WiIo will pag for i.iw increas~~ need fnt- rfrlug and

~ alrolhnl t.reatrm?nl. facilil.les’? Who will paq fot- t.lheincr~fisect PiPctrfc91

I
Ijptnand I.hal. ‘wiil e!:ceed Il)e ~t-esrwt hgdl”cu?l?c.t.ric rapacittJ7 W’ilo wi!l Palj

I. pa!.e III social ssqwices ml pillic.e anrJfirp pro{ec. ttion nwt>~ it~~,~ for l.he irrr
sewn? lunfatr fnr the present, fJnpIIIMaCP t.n sluh~icfize Ii]e mitlinrj operfit ion

‘[ -

t.llrn!.r(fh Ii]ew incr~ased costs. The mining compcq ~hnlrlrJ pay for afl Of

tl-IP?P~ddil. imml CIOSI.S

Tilani’ gQII for ccmsidwing olur concern?

33.1

Chapter 2 of the FEiS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
inciuded in the DEiS.

33.2
Piease see response no. 7.4.

33.3
Piease see response no. 5.2.

33.4
Please see response no. 7.5.

33.5
Additional anaiysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines. Piease see Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

33.6
Piease see response no. 5.4



34,1
Please see response no. 5.2.



34.2
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

34.3
Please see response no, 7,4.

34.4
Please see responses no. 5.3 and 5.4.
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34.5
Please see response no, 1,1,
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35.1

35.2

35.3

364

Box 1001
Ilalncs, Alaska 99027

I)ir-ecl;or, WaLr3r Oivisirm
U.S. Enviconmcnl.al P~Olx~~:bi(~n Aqen~;Y
1200 6Lh Ave, WI)-IM
Seat.t.le Wash{nqt.on 98101

Orxrr Pro Lec Lor of’ Our Nat, lnn’s Wat,ors:

[ om Writ;irw to YUU OUL of grave concorn fer Lhr? qtlalit.y of”
our environment. from Lhe development; of’ the Kensinqt.on Mine,
Iocat.erl north of Juneau. As an 11-ywrr resident ef Alaska, 1
have wii;nessed the debiliLnt.ing effects of- mining nnrf Irvgginq
opcral. ions t.ha L have been implcment,ed wi Lhout. f’ul 1 cor)siderat. ion
of Iortq-!,errrr envi ronmenLaI impacLs. Allow me Lo express 3 siq-
ni ficar]L pr.oblcrns that accompany ony fwrl,hcr mininq in t,ho f’oir)L
Sherman area: waler quality, h,~bit, nl, int.cqr-ity, ntld lonq-Ler’m
r?rlvironmcrrt.al degrsdnLion.

As a former fisherman and long-Lime water sports cr]LhusiasL,
1 have persona) knnwledge of Lhe waters crr’oun(i Pninb Sherman.
This prisl.ine area js known for ILS significant waLerf’r)wl pop(]la-
Lions, high sea mammal cnunt., and abundant, runs of salmnn and
hal {but. ‘i%e absurd notion held by t.l)e Knnsinqt.nn Ven Lure that
Lhcsc very wat.ets should br! used fur o “mixing zono” where Lox[c
Lailings cnnl;aininq hiqh cyanirlc and heavy mcLals {;[>nc;ent.rat,i(>r)s
are rclr?ascd is short. -sigh trot, del, rimsnt, al, and dowrir Jgh L Igrtor.ant,
of t.hc local ccosyst;cms. Th(? high levels ei discharge pr)llutanl,s,
especial ty copper, cy;lnide, ,and mercury wi I 1 rwrt,,ainly have
a neqat.ive effect on an area t,hat; is considered by iota) cummer--
cial fisherfolk t.o be a “br_oadbasket” wft.h{n the I,ynn (!anal
wah?rs. Factories shrx])rt not. be allowed to discharge Iwrzardows
efl luent onl,n a f.armcrs crops: the Kcnsinqt.en 1)1?1S at lows a
huge mining cencern Lo dump a kfilirrq mix of’ mat,crjais irlLe

.wat,ers considered ricl) wiLh wild sl,ock Alaska s.aimnn. Iajl ings
should bc dispesed of usinq Lhe “backfi I l“ technique which simply
rcLurns the wast,e back Lo t,he mine from whr?re iL was ext;rac~ed.
I’ail ings Lhat. cannot. bc backfilled sheuld he subject lo a “dry
taiiings disposal” process that; would prevent. leaching or any

.inLeraction with I,ynrr Canal waters or {Ls watersheds.

As this mininq venture will probably continue for years, part.icu-
Iar at,l.ertt, ion must bo givr?n t.o iimit. inq any impoct.s en t.hc Incal
f?cosysLcm. Any sl.udy on matins life prnposcd in t,t)e OF.IS srxmrs

sup4?rficial. I’lcasr? consider del,a{lcd st,udics on ]ocni Sajmor),

.boLt.omfist\, and crab, all of which arc valuable Lo commercial
fishr?r’ics subsist,encc users a)ikO. f)(,[ fami]i(ls l)ave lived tlerc
long bel’ore t,he mining eperat; lon and wi 11 sl, ay for gcrlcra Lior)s
af t.er the pro jcct, is c I o.sed down. Piease require a lonq-Lerm
reclamation plan for’ t,he Lai I irrgs and any di.st.utbed are,as affcct,od
by Kr!nsinqt,on. Cuol hoods attd common sense are required if any

‘Ser’t of balance Is Lo be achicvod br?Lweerl local human and wildi it’e
communiLics and Lhe mine.

Nncerely, / “! /

35.1

The analysis in both the DEIS and the FEIS displays the impacts to aquatic life
in Lynn Canal andconcludes that there would beno significant impact on
aquatic life in Lynn Canal under any action alternative. Please refer to Chapter
4.” Thepurpose of the EISisto display potential impacts of theproject and the
alternatives. If the project is approved, permits issued to the Kensington
Venture would be the mechanisms to allow or disallow a discharge.

35.2
Please see response no.7.4. Also, please note that merely placing the tailings
inadewatered impoundment would not, in the Iong term, prevent saturation of
the pile, leaching and subsequent interaction with the waters of Lynn Canal.

35.3
Please see response no. 5.2.

35.4
Please see response no. 7.5.

—



(Q Jack C. Lcighky, D.V.M.
Premldent

~f’ P.(3. HOX 279
Huntington, MD 20639

Telephone & FhX: (301) 535-51J70

_?%e SouthernMarihand
Au-%cie?g

July 15, 1991

Ken Mitchell
U.S. Forest Servj.ce
8465 old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

The southern Maryland Audubon Societ ]’s 000mernb errj are fOllOw-
ing the controversy regardin

%
the o d mine that the Kensington

Venture is proposing to esta lish %etween Haines and Juneau.
The days when a potentially environmentally disastrous develop-
ment llke this could be approved, as thla one IS proposed, must
be ended.

1

We ask that the Fo~est Service extend the comment period until
?%,1 OctOber land requ~re Kensington Vent,~re to:

1. Conduct Thorough studies of local crab, bottomfi.sh. and

“2 ~.~ildawastewl
uve ile salmon use of the Pt. Sherman area.

ater treatment plant (If a taiJings dam is

%,3 :!::?:’ and not al ow the dlacharge of a_ny pollutants Into Lyn

3. Fully aagess cumulative impacts of Kensington a_n@ A-J mine36.4 ~p~latlon Increases,
ay the coat of added social services, including schools,

%.5 ~ic~hOl a?d~rugtreatm?n!t and day care.
Backfill’ or put tallln s back into the mine,

~~ ;~l~;~.drytailinga disposa? of tailings that cannot be back-

7. Develop a long-term plan for maintaining any tailing dam in
~a-7 perpetuity.

– ‘ L Echo Ba
x

Minea and Coeur d’AIene ?finea must be given to under-
stand t at environmental a~d social impact “free lunches” no
longer exist. 11 costs of such potential

‘f ‘hey can t ~!;m beginning operations.impact-a they must be prevente

sincerely,;’j

‘i)$n!fiji!jj...
Maryland Audubon Society

36.1

Pleasesee response no. 1.1.

36.2

pleasesee response no,5,2.

36.3

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included inthe DEjS.

36.4
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines. Please see Chapter 40f the FEIS,

36.5
Please see response no. 5,4,

36.6
Please see response no. 7,4.

36.7
Please see response no, 7,5,
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July 15, 1991 371

NEMO :

PURPOSE:

JIJN!%IJ

WNGER DISTRICT

Jr 1’),91

TO ALL MEMBERS, CONNERCIAL ENTERPRISES AND
THE GENERAL PUBLIC

TO OUTLINE THE CORPORATION’S POSITION IN
SUPPORT OF TFIE KENSINGTON MINE PROJECT

Alaskan’s Inc. as a non-profit organization
for environmentally sound development, has
been closely following and studying the Kens-
ington Mine Project, along with it’s potentially
positive economic impact on the Haines Community.

Having carefully reviewed the Environmental Impact
statement (EIS) for the project, and concerned
with suggested revisions aimed at making Bainea
the primary bedroom support community for the
proj&t fa;orably rece~~ed, we are pieased to alao
support the mininq Dro$ect. Please consider the

M51RlCl FINGER..._
~EWTY RANGER______
~W__–_–________ be];w itemized su~p&t-positions.
IEC—— ....... . . . . ... . .
~ w -.-...-_.. ____:___

IM .... . . . ..—-. ._ _____
Is —-————_ .__.

We note that after indepth study of the projects
EIS, the Alliance for Juneau’e Future, Inc. eupports
the project, with a modification that Hainee be con-
sidered as a logical alternate bedroom community.

Thi.e memo briefly outlines our reasons for supporting
the ?roject and invitee your public commentary con-
cern~ng the project at the Thureday, July 18, 1991
meeting.

POSITION ANALYSIS
KENSINGTON MINE PROJECT

1. The concept of making flainea a bedroom support
community for the project could result in Bainea
gaining 100 or more permanent working residents to
our community. The mine workers would commute to the
mine site and live in Haines. This would result in
the following economic benefits to Ilaines$

37.1
Thank you for your comments.
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MEMBERS, COMMERCIAL
July 15, 1991
Page 2

a)

b)

ENTERPRISES & GENERAL PUBLIC

Economic Diversitv and Securitv:
Alaskan’s Inc. continues to etress economic
divers~ by supporting the tourist, fishing,
forestry and now the mining industry. We
recognize divereity es the key to our
economic security end ae euch offere the beet
opportunity for our citizene to enjoy a
healthy, beneficial life style.

Alaskan’s Inc. has evaluated the impact of
100 new permanent reaidenta and concluded
that current cervices will not be over
etreseed to meet the new reeident’s
requirement. Thie is largely due to the
fact that in the paat, aervicee were supplied
to reaidente employed in our two eawmille,
tank farm, the fieheries and touriem related
busineseee. Unfortunately, come of these
employment opportunities no longer exist,
except in the remainitnogur;~uggling sawmill,
fiehing, and industries.
Fortunatelyr we know the ability to survive
remains intact. Thie fact aignifiee that
with 100 new permanent reeidente, the tax
baee will increaee, while demand for services
can be meet at current levels. Thie can
reeult in lower tax ratee for everyone, while
strongly maintaining and supporting our
current servicee. The beet of two worlds!

Alaekan’e Inc. believee the favorable imDact
that 100 Dermanent reei.dents will have on our
school sy;tem cannot be overstated!

School enrollment will improve and the tax
baee will increaee.

The possible decrease of school enrollment
ie a eerious concern of the community. The
development of this mine could provide the
atimulue that a healthy school ayetem
requiree.

Tha Kensington Mine Project, generally meets Alaskan’e Inc.
required criteria for environmentally eound development and has
identified no maior environmentally adveree impacts. Therefore,
our membership of 50 takes thie opportunity to support the
Kensington Mine Project.

We invite you to a public meeting on July 18th at 6 P.M. at
the Chilkat Center concerning thie project.

Alaskan’s Inc. recommends and eolicits your etrong support
for thie worthy project.

Pleaee attend this meeting and help eecure Hainea and your
future.
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Frm 320 Riverside Drive, Apt. 140

tirw York, i4. Y. 10025

Jwly 15, 1991

Mr. KeII Mitchell

U.S. Forest Service
8465 Old Dairy Rend
J!uw?nw, Alnskn !?9801

Dear Mr. Mitchell,

I wish to express my co!!cern ov-r the rfrnft. environmental impnct
stat. emen L (E IS) 011 the proposed Kensington gold mine on the cast side of
Lynn C’nnal. I request t.hot. the Forest Service extend the comment.
dwufl iw hy al. Ienst. t wo months.

The draf L EIS is deficient. in severnl regards:

[

1) It. does !Il)t. call for thnro,tigh studies of Incnl rrnl,, hot.lomrish, nnd
jnrvmilv salmon usr of the Poitl L Sht*rmnn era, Witholtl. SNCII st,!dies lhr

assessment, s of marine irnpnct.s in the EIS is p!tre Iy speculative,

2) It is esscnt. inl t.hnt a wnst.rwritor Lrentment. plmnt be hwilt (if rt
t~ilings dfrm is needed) and that it. not. be nl lowed to discharge any
pollutants into Lynn cnnnl. There is nvailahle Lechnoloxyto treat. nll
discharges,

3) ThP EIS should r-quit-r “h-kfill” or pwtting t.niliwgs hnck if]t.o thr

mine. This would rrdttcr vis!ml nnd wnt.rr qllnlil.y impncts and elimi!]fil~,
the nerd for n tailings dnm,

4) The EIS should rewuire dI, Y tail int?s distmsnl for Lnilinrrs III*L cnnnut

Ihe back-filled.

t.herehy reducing

I trust that you

This would elimi!mte tho ueed for II tailings rlnm,
sltrface impnrt, s and protecting local cret, b.

(Echo Bay Minr,s nnd Cocwr d’Alene Mines) should develop
for mnintnining any tailings dom in perpct!lity.

will give this matter cnreful ronsirlrrnl iow.

38.1
Please see response no, 5.2.

38.2

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

38.3

Please see response no. 7.4.

38.4

Please see response no. 7.5.

Yours siocerely,

.(,.,(2
,< P’ -“>
/.

Frank Smi 1.11
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Ken Mitchell
Juneau District Ranger
US Forent Service
8465 Old Dairy Rd
Juneau, AK 99801
15 July 1991

Sear Ranger Mlt.chell;

I am wrfttng out of cotrcetn for the proposed Kensington
mine. It sounds to me like the draft EIS missed some very
Important points that desperately need addressing.

To begin with, how can you allow untreated water from the

trilling pond escape into Lynn Cnnal? Especially since they

will EXCEED state and federal standards? Beyond breaking

the low, what about the fmpact on local ftsheries? Where 1s

the thorough study of mar{ne impact? Heck, even the etnte

Fish and Game nays the studiee are insufficient. It is

criminal to R11OW such violation, especially Blnce the
technology exleta to treat the discharge? At least force

the companies to build a wastewater trentment plant.

Another major flaw involves the Impnct on the Junenu-Hriines
area. Where are the provisions to hire locally? What about

the net deficit Juneau will suffer? Why not have the mine
pay the extra social coste involved with bringing all the

new people into the nrea? Hnve you thought about the impact
on recreation in the aren? Why can’t the nrinin8 companies

backfill the tallfngs into the mine? And how about the long
term effects of the’-dam? What provisions are there for

maintaining the dam into the future?

The bottom line here is that this {S a HUGE proposal,
desperately in need of serious and extended conalderatlon.
The deadlinea you have set in no way facllittrte public
comment, especially g[ven the Bummer release and deadlines
that occur during the public’s busleat time of the year, I
you are seriourrly committed to a public comment period, at
least extend it until the Fall.

Please renpond to my queatlons. Thanks

Sincerely,

Doug Bridge

PO BOX 26
Gustnvus, AK 99B26

39.1
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included inthe DEIS.

39.2
Please see response no. 5.2,

39.3
Chapter 20fthe FElS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included inthe DEIS.

39.4
Please see responses no, 5.3 and 5.4.

39.5
Please see response no. 4.3.

39.6
Please see response no. 7,4,

39.7
Please see response no. 7.5.

39.8
Please see response no. 1.1.
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[

40.1
Please see response no. 1.1,

40.2
Please see response no, 5,2,



40.3
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

40.4
Please see response no, 7,4,

40.5
Please see response no. 7,5.
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RR #1, BOX 887
Hinesburg, VT 05461

JUIY 16,1991

District Ranger Ken Mitchell
U.S. Forest Service
8465 Old Dairy Rd.
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell,

I’m writing to voice some concerns I have about the proposed
Kensington mine. The Forest Service and the EPA ehould not allow
Kensington Venture to build their huge, cheaply designed dam

I

across Sherman Creek valley. Kensington Venture should be asked
to consider less environmentally damaging tailings disposal

41.1 alternatives to protect Lynn Canal and local creeks. Kensington
Venture should also pay for the cost of thorough impact studies

41.2
on marine life, and not be allowed to discharge any pollutants
into Lynn Canal.

It is up to the Forest Service and the EPA to protect this
natursl resource for US, no matter what the economic gain from
this mine might be. The gain is only momentary compared to the
permanent ecologic damage that could result here. Please take
the time to fully assess this project and.move the comment
deadline to October 1, 1991.

Sincerely,

4v@Lti2/L’--
Melissa Connor

41.1

Please see response no. 7.4.

41.2

Please see response no. 5.2.

>



4Z3

42?4

42.5

4Z.6

Katya Kirsch
P.O. Box 521

Hahres, Alaska 99827
July 17,1991

Dear Mr. Mitchell,

The sockeye salmon fishing in the Point Sherman area is one of the best in
Lynn Canal. Fishermen line up for hours for the honor of fishing there.
There’s always a sure catch near Point Sherman.
,
The Kensington Mine has great potential to destroy this multi-million dollar
salmon run. A “mixing zone” must not be allowed. The idea of pumping
pollutants into a salmon-rich habitat is absurd. If the Kensington Mine
operates, it must not be allowed to pollute the Lynn Canal with toxics like
cyanide, copper, and other heavy metals. A gold mine that operates for 10 to
20 years should not be allowed to pollute marine waters for decades,

Instead, a wastewater treatment plant must be built that allows zero discharge
of pollutants into the Lynn Canal. Yes, a waritewater treatment plant would
cost the mine company money, but that is the cost of doing good business..

The proposed tailings dam for Kensington has the potential of disaater for the
Lynn Canal. Similar designs have failed in the past. The company has
proposed one of the cheapest and least stable designs possible. Two active
earthquake faults run through the area, threatening to unleash toxics from
the tailings dam, Quakes greater than 8.0 on the Richter scale have been
recorded. Heavy rainfall would certainly make the tailings dam overflow
~oxic wastes into the Lynn Canal.

Instead of a dam, tailings should be backfilled into the mine pits where
~easible, and dry tailings disposal should be used for tailings that cannot be
backfilled. If a dam is allowed, there must be a long-term plan to maintain
~he dam forever (a doubtful proposition).

Much more thorough studies of salmon, bottomfish, shellfish, and wildlife in
the Puint Sherman area need to be done before this mine operates. Studies

jo far have been very cursory and inadequate, according to the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game. Goats and bears also need adequate protection
from helicopter traffic and mining activities.

\

Please help protect our fisheries, our marine habitat, and other wildlife in the
Point Sherman area. The Kensington Mine should only be allowed to
operate if it can keep Lynn Canal in its present pristine state.

42.1
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS,

42.2
The FEIS, in Chapter 3, describes recorded earthquakes in the region around
the proposed project. These earthquakes, reasonable projections of other
expected events, and design factors of safety were used in evaluating the
stability of the proposed structure. The evaluation shows that the structure is
stable under all reasonably foreseeable events. There are no known failures of
modern dams using the design proposed for the Kensington Project.
Furthermore, the constant, heavy rainfall in the area makes construction of a
dewatered structure inherently more risky given the sensitivity of the tailings to

moisture content during placement.

42.3
Please see response no. 7.4.

42.4
Please see response no. 7.5.

42.5
Please see response no. 5,2.

42.6
Please see the discussion of expected wildlife impacts in Chapter 4.
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43.1

43.2

43.3

434

43.5

cor~duct t,houough gtudies of local crab, hnttom{i=h, and

.I,.!.,enil e salmon ,.tse of the ~t . ?;l!=r-mart ar+a . IOitho,. !t

these, th~ ElS’s asse~sment of mar-ine impacts is snacu -

lat iv-.

Wild a wa=tewatpr tr~atment plant (if tailing= dam i=

needed) and not al 1CJW discharge or~,pf, pol lutants into

Lynn Canal . l~chnc)lnqy e!!ists tm {L(llY tr~at discharqe.

“R2cl:fill ,“ or put tail ing= bacl. into th~ mine. lhi=.
wcul d great 1 v r%odt.t cc. vi s,ual and water- ql.tal itv impact=
and eliminate the need for a tail inc!s dam.

IJse ctr-y tai I ings disposal fnr tail inga that cannot hw
b?cl filled. lhis technique el imirlgtes the n!=ed (CN- a

hail inq= dam, r.ectuce% surface imi]act%, and r?r-oterkg
local Cre.el. s .

Wvs.1 DD a 1onq. ter-m r?cl amat ion PI an for- maintain io.g

tail ings dam in nerpet!.!it,. .

lhanl: you for ever-y consicl~raticm o+ al 1 the r.equr?sts
abmve .

Sincsr-el v vOLIt-5 .

43.1
Please see response no, 1,1.

43.2
Please see response no. 5,2.

43.3

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

43.4
Please see response no, 7.4.

43.5
Please see response no. 7.5.



44.1
Please see response no, 7,4.

44.2
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS,

44.3
Please see response no, 5.2,

44.4

Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and M mines. Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS.
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l.J.!3. FOt-P~t Servic G

.94h?, Old Dairy Road
JLmea,.i. Alas! a q{i’9CIl

45.1
Dear Sir-:. : Please see response no. 1.1

Conduct f.horn!.lgh st!.!dieg of lwal cr-ah, hnttamf i=h. and 45.3

.juv Frlil e sal mm t.,:;= of the ~t . She,-m3n area. !4ikha,.lt

the=e, the EIS’~ ass==ement of m+r-ine impacts is =pec LI-

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not

Iativem
included in the DEIS.

Fwil d a wastewster tr-eatmm]k plant (if tail inq~ dam is 45.4
needed) and not al I CWJ dischawe Of M!Y P@l lt{tant= irlt@
Lynn Lana 1 . lechnol W!V e::izt= tm ful 1 y tr-eat digctisrge .

Please see response no. 7.4.

“B7cl fill ,“ or p,.kt tai 1 ings bacl into the mine. Thi= 45.5
L.101.11d qreatl Y r-edt-!cf? vi s,.!al and watw ci,..!al itv imoac.t~ Please see response no. 7.5.
an.zr el iminate the ner?d for a tail in!r% d+m.

.. . . . .

Use dry tail ings dispmsal for. tail inqs thfit ca~lr)mt LIq
backfilled. “rhis technique el iminates the need lo). a
tail inqs dam. r.edvces sur. fa. re imp,act. s , ,and pr-otec t=,

Inc=l cree15 .

[level mp a I Qng tw.m r.rcl arnation P! an for- maintaining

tail ings dam in oerp=tuity.

Thank vou for e,zwv cc!r]sid=r-atin[) of al I the r-=q[.~~~,t~



USDA Forest Service/City & Borough of Juneau
Public Meeting on the Kenstnnton Gold Project

Name:

Address:

Telephone number:

Draft Environmental Impa~t Statement -

July 18, 1991

4(=
ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR

KENSINGTON DltlS INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAM

~i

//d “e

/z?.&@ ,d?y %2? 7

—

7d#’ -z7d-Y____

46.1
Please see response no. 7,4.

46.2
Chapter 2 of the FHS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not

included in the DEIS,



THOMAS R. QUINLAN
,. O.. OX ,,0

wa, N,S. AL. S-A .,,,7

July 18, 1991

~ 47.1
-1

[

Mr. Kenneth E. Mitchell, Dist. Ranger

Juneau Ranger District

U.S. Forest Service
8465 Old Dniry Road
,Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Nr. Mjtchell:

I wish to support the opening of the Kensington mine for
commercial mining. I have personally spent enough time
reading the J)raIt, EIS to ,fudge that it is a very good

job. I am sure that there will snmo areas thal need tn

be clarified, or where further study must be made, but

I personally feel thal the cntcrprtse can be carried
out in an environmentally sound method.

I do [eel that Rafncs simuJd be ridded ns a place where
workers can live and lII:IL transpnrtst, ten be provide, d rot
those living here. This will help wides the economic

benefit area and slill net have Leo large an impact on I.hc
community. Furthermore, ita~nes over t.be pmst. years has

47.1

had a very fluctuating ecenomy due in large part to the Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
successes and failures of the local snwmjll, and the
number of fish that make it UP L,vnn Canal. ‘f’his tYDe of

of both Kensington and AJ mines. Please see Chapter 40f the FEIS.

business provides a ste:tdy employment ond smoothes- the
erratic swings caused by our prescnl silunl ion.

\

I m~ght add that I have been a busjsess man ~n Rnincs for
41 years, and feel quite competent to make this .judgement.

Vrry truly yours,

,(

Themas R.-Quinlan



,MO[* ~co4

Haines Chamber of Commerce +~+’{\ “’”r’
2nd & Willard Streete

4

\;?$&\
-.’ .P.O. Box 518 ● Hainea, Alaska 99827
,,, .!

~f

t

July 22, I 991
.I(JNE.4u

RAN(WI ULSTRICT

Kenneth E, Mitchell, District Ranger

J’” 2? 91 4$.1
Department of AgrictrlMre
U. S. Forest Service DIST!WI FtAtWEFl._.._

Re8ion X, Juneau Ranger District
MPUTY RANGER._ .– .-..
~L# ___. . .. . .. .. ... ... .. .

8465 old Dairy Road . . . ... . . .. . .
Juneau, Alaska 99801 F&W .... .... . . ... . .. ... .. .. .. .

E!M .. ..-.. ______ ... . ___
vi%-..- ..-_-—......—-.—...-_. .

Dear Mr. MitcheW

The Hairres Chamber of Commerce wishes to go tm record as
supporting the development of the Kensington Mine Project. The
Halnes Chamber represents 90 businesses in the area, and it is
dedicated to the diversification of our economic base for the benefit
of our businesses and the Haines community,

Gold mining is a traditional land use in this area. It has added color
and flavor to our history as well as significant dollars to the economic
growth of Alaska. It is expected that every effort will be made to
develop the Kensington mjne so as to protect other traditional uses in
the area particularly the Haines fishery, but the project should not be
treated srsa total newcomer 10 natural resources use.

The Chamber of Commerce looks forward to a significant economic
benefit to the Haines community through increased trade
opportunities with Echo Bay Alaska.

Sincerely yoursi

48.1
Thank you for your comments.
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Tim tlcfmmugh Ann IIyr en
BOX 9S 1
Haines, M.. 99827

Ken Mitchell
Di+rkt Ranger
U S Forest Serv{ce
8465 Old Dairy Rd.
Juneau, Ak. 9980 I

Dear Ilr. Hltchell:

We are wr !ting you to express our ccmcerns on a number of issues dealing with the proposed
Kensington mine. Before the mine is developed we woluld Ilke to see tha following take plac~

491

4%2

493

494

4.5

49.G

Thank you for

Sincerely,

1 conduct tfsorough Mudlel 01 local crab, bottom fish, end
Juuenlle salmon use of Iha Pt. Sherman area, ‘v41thOlJt W!OW, lhr3 Elf’s
assessment of marine Impacts Is speculative

2. Dulld a tuasteurater treotment plant ( If a talllng$ dam is needed)
andnot allow dischargeof w pollutants into Lynn Canal Technology
exists to fully treat the dlschar~,

3. Fully asses cumulative Impacts of Kefwlngton and tf-J
postulationIncreoset.

4. Pay tire cost of added social $erulces includlng schcols, alcohol
anddrug treatment, day care.

~, Mnockfttl,$, or DU1 talllng~ back Into the mme.

6. Use dry talllng$ dlspo$al for (aillngs that cannot be back-(t Iled. This
techniqueel ImInates the need for a tat I ings dam, reducessur face impacts,
andprotects Incal cr eel:s.

7. Oeuelop a long-term plan for malrttalnlng any tatllrrgs dam In
perpetuity.

&M’esslng lhe$e issues in your plans for (he mine.

#J7.,1 l)L/k-
Tirn l’lcDonol.fgh
Ann hlyren

49.1
Pleasa see response no, 5.2.

49.2

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

49.3

Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines. Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

49.4
Please see response no. 5.4.

49.5
Please see response no. 7.4.

49.6
Please see response no, 7.54



jilt

CRARLIEOTT
P.O.Box 159
SISTERS,OR.

.... 97759

U.S. FORESTS13WICE ‘
Ken Mitchell,JuneauDist. Ranger
8465 Old Dairy Rd.
JUNEAU,ALASKA 99801

? .,
Dear Mr. Mitchell;

July 20, 1991

I am writingyou now In regardto the proposedKensingtongold mine
along the Lynn Canal there in southenst Alaska. If any intelligence
and decency were used In considorincthisproposal,it would~ be
permittedat all - our wildlandsare gettingscarcereveryday and
theyare )KlCH MORE valuaM.eand necessarythan the goddamnedgold!!!
Uut the powersthatbe now, cannotsee beyond the dollarand I bet
the damnedmine will go in. Especiallywith the -erl administration
in Alaskanow. So it is up to you folketo do your job rightand see
to it that the asinine mine Is forcedto saveour cleanair and water
as much as possible!!!They shouldput ~ pollutantsof Ax sort in
our water or afr - the technolog~ is I(ere.And if that is too much
bother for them then the asininemine ehouldNOT be permitted at all!
GOLD IS 103TNf;C~SSARX- CLEANAIR AND IIAIU3R1S!1!11

The comment deadline set by you folks 8melltr to high heaven- most
people who care cannot attend hearings etc. because of vacation nnd
work echedulerrl!The comment deadlineSHOULD be extendedat loaet two
months

If the asininemine hae to go in you folks ehould see to it that the
company (NOT us tax ayersl)wouldha~e to conducta Complete anti

Kthorough study of A L marine life - bottom fish,crabs,salmon,etci-
and their use of the Pt. Shermanarea. This studyMUST be monitored
fully and carefully!! Without a complete scientific study any EIS*a
~ssessments of marine impacts is falee - only epfrculallge!!!ll

Also the companyshouldbe forcedto build a wastewatertreatment
plantand ~ allow~ diechargeof ANY pollutantsinto Lynn Canal
-orany of the creeksand streamstherm Technologyto fully treat the
dischargeis alreadyavailable.The companyshouldbe mado to develop
@ long term Ian for maintainingany tailingsdam - in perpetuity!!!
‘l’heyshould~e forcedto backfill- put tailingsback into tho mine,
and use dry tailingsdisposalfor tai19ngsthat cannotbe backfilled.
There would then be no need for a taillngedam and it would reduce
surfaceimpactsand protect local etreams.

‘Ithank you for considering my letter. I lived for nearly fifty years
in Alaska and am much concerned.

With al& best of wishes, I remain

Sincerely,(

(-jJlW7-Qf-=
m

Charlie Ott

50.1
Please see response no, 1.1.

50.2
Please see response no. 52.

50.3
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

50.4
Please see response no. 7.5.

50.5
Please see response no, 7.4.



Angie I)ixon

Ken Mitchel] 3932 Bagley Avenue N.
U.S. Forest Service Seattle, WA 98103
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, AK 99801 21 July 1991

Dear Mr. Mitchei):

I have lived and worked in southeast Aiaska in the past. I know many
areas there quite weil. Lynn Canal is one. i also know mining is a
dangerously destructive and polluting industry to the natural environment. if
it is even allowed to take place, carefui planning and precautions have to be
taken, which you must already know.

Lynn Canal is a rare and beautiful ecosystem. it provides multiple
resources from the ocean and iand in the form of salmon, bottomfish, and other
plants and animals that will be destroyed by wilat is currently proposed. You
must know this too. One resource desired by one company for economic gain is
not worth risking the rest of the environment. it is very important not to
iet “goid fever” take control of the situation. The bigger picture of the
destructive impact that lingers long after the gold is gone is what needs to
be given primary attention and prevented. All the gold in the world cannot
buy what wii I be gone if what is proposed is allowed to take place.

My personai opinion and stand is to not aiiow the mine to be there at
ali. If money is the concern of Juneau and vicinity, there is far more money
for the cormnunities in tourism and the fisheries and preserving the natural

[

nvironment for people to visit tilanthere is in one gold mine. Don’t spoil
what is there and works. if the decision goes beyond this point, the mining
company must be required to put the tailings back into the mine that can be

511 :;:i~kand use’’dry tailings’’ disposal forthetailings that cannot be’’back
This wiii not pollute the area as much with toxins or scar the iand

as badi~.
P

If the company has the resources to dig’ a mine, they need to be
responsible about it, including the environmental and socioeconomic impact it

& wilt have on the region. This must be made mandatory in all cases and
immediately for the Kensington mine.

This is not the 1800’s nor tile 1950’s. It is the 1990’s and time that we
take responsibility for our actions. Companies have to be made
environmentally responsible. There are too many people producing too many
toxins and less and less natural environment to absorb them.

I have read about the other options and seen drawings of the proposed
pond, dam, and discharge into Lynn Canal. From my perspective, none of them
are options. It is another “rape and run” situation that the state of Alaska

-1-

has seen before and supported too often. “Rape and run” does not work in the
best interests Of the communities and the peoplewhoarethereafter the ,Irun,,
and have to pick up the pieces.

Full environmental impact studies must be made before anything transpires
and if the mine is allowed to operate, any flaws in the mining operation must
be remedied so that no pollutants enter Lynn Canal or the streams, the land is
not scarred, and animais and vegetation minimaliy affected. It can be clone,
and the Forest $ervlce can see that it is done. [t is your job to protect the
iand, not sell it for short term gain despite ti]e pressure and temptations
that may be presented. This is not new infomlation. It is a question of
whether or not you will place strict environmental restrictions on industries
that are I]ighiypolluting. Wi)ere does your commitment lie? is it in support
of greed or is it in support of a baianced relationship between peopiets needs
and natural resources? Is goid more of a need or mere vaiuabie than salmon or
trees? Piease think very carefuily and look at the past damage to the
environment from human abuse to guide your decision. Are iiving with toxins
r

51.1

Please see response no. 7,4.



~f cyanide, arsenic, cadmium, copper, zinc, lead, and selenium worth it? NO
one ever puts back wilderness except nature. It is impossible. The only

wilderness left in the entire United States Is in Alaska. if YOU are there
because you like the wilderness, it needs your suPPort. Do not ailow
industrial polluting to destroy it.

i appreciate your attention to this letter and strongly encourage you to
work for the preservation of the natural environment in southeast Alaska and,
in this case, for Lynn Canal. If you value It, you will take care of It.

Angie Dixon

J) .,II.,1.,J, 1?71

62.1
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52.2

52.3
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52.1
Please see res~onse no. 1,1,

52.2
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines. Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

52.3
Please see response no, 5.2.

52.4
Please see response no. 7.4.

52.5
Please see response no. 26.2.

52.6
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.





Haines Chamber of Commerce
2trd & Willard Streeto

P.O. Box 518 ● Haines, Alaska 99827

July 18, 1991

Kennelh E, Mitchell
District Ranger
U. S, Dept. of Agriculture
Forest Service
Region X, Juneau Ranger District
846S Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

The Haines Chamber of Commerce would like to go on record as
supporting (he development of the Kensington Mine Project. It is
expected that every effort will be made 10 develop this mine in an
ecologically, economically and environmentally sound manner,

Sipcqrely,

Q.~~h.,~
i!Patty’ . Glackin

President

53.1
Thank you for your comments,



General ~elivery
Bonners Ferry, Idnho 83805
July 23, 1991

-L.4<>ld(:ct R’a-+cr- Kch IJl(icl’-ll

~~ F.rei5AcaJ
$k50[A)xf- ih%cl
k.+--, AK 1980I

Having done forest inventoried along ~nn Canal,
I am familiar with (and impressed with) the area, and
am concerned about the many negative thinge I*ve been
reading concerning the proposed Kensington mine. At the

@Jol [
least, it looks like YOU should run the comment deadline
into the fall. If what I read ie true, there are serious
ecological and soaLal problems with the mine as planned.
Apparently a more thorough biological assessment of the
potentially nffeated area should betmde and etriater
etandarda for the mine~s effluents should be set up. The
mine should not be allowed to aarry out the encopretic
pra~ticee endorsed by the ourrent potential guidelines.

5’51

55.2

55.3

54.1
Please see response no. 1.1.

55.1
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

55.2
Please see response no. 7.5.

55.3
Please see response no. 5.2.



?%.3

56.4

52.!5

%.6

!%7

Ken Mitchell
Juneau District Ranger
U.S. Forest Sendce

846501d Dahy Road
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Mr, Mitchell:

‘1 write to you concerning the proposed Kensington mine, which I feel
threatens our community and world. The gravity of euch a nay or yea
decision compeie me to request you to extend the comment deadline until

.October 1 so that the people may express their opinions.

In addition, I ihink it in the best Interests of our community to require the

company to:

1.

.

2.

3.

4.

‘5.

6,

7.

Conduct thorough studies of iocal creb, bottomfish and juvenile
salmon use of the Pt. Sherman area. Without these studies, the ElS’s
essesement of marine Impacts ie speculative;

Build a wastewater treatment plant (if a tailings dam is needed) and
not ellow discharge of ~ pollutants into Lynn Canal, Technology

exists to fully treat the discharge.

Fuliy assess cumulative impacts of Kensington and AJ population
increases on Juneau.

Pay the cost of added social services, including schoois, alcohoi and

drug treatment and day care.

“Back-fill,” or put tailings back into the mine. This wouid greatly

reduce visual and water quality Impacts and eliminate the need for a
tailinge dam.

Use dry tailjngs disposal for tailings that cannot be back filled.
Thie technique eliminates the need for a tailings dam, reduces
surface impacts and protects local creeks,

Develop a iong-term reclamation pian for maintainln~ the tailirms

dam in perpetuity,

Despite the above-numbered suggestions, my greatest desire remaina
seeing economic development plans based upon tnduslriee which are less
destructive to our environment,

Very truly yours,

L
&>/&?=w:;

Erfc R. Loomie
,1

56.1
Piease see response no, 1.1,

56.2
Piease see response no, 5.2,

56.3
Piease see response no, 4,4,

56.4
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines. Piease see Chapter 4 of the FEiS.

56.5
Piease see response no. 5.4,

56,6
Piease see response no, 7,4.

56.7
Please see response no, 7.5.



572.

57.3

Ken Mitchell
Juneau District Ranger

U.S. Forest Service
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

I write to you concerning the proposed Kensington mine, which I feel
threatens our community and world. The gravity of such a nay or yea
decision compels me to request you to extend the comment deadline until
October 1 so that the people may express their opinions.

In addition, I think it in the best interests of our community to require the

company to:

1.

2.

3.

4.

50

6,

7.

.

Conduct thorough studies of local crab, bottomfish and juvenile
salmon use of the Pt. Sherman area. Without these studies, the ElS’s
assessment of marine impacts is speculative;

Build a wastewater treatment plant (if a tailings dam is needed) and
not allow discharge of ~ pollutants into Lynn Canal. Technology
exists to fully treat the discharge.

Fully assess cumulative impacts of Kensington and N population
increases on Juneau.

Pay the cost of added social services, including schools, alcohol and
drug treatment and day care.

“Back-fill: or put tailings back into the mine. This would greatly
reduce visual and water quality impacts and eliminate the need for a

tailings dam.

Use dry tailings disposal for tailings that cannot be back filled.
This technique eliminates the need for a tailings dam, reduces
surface impacts and protects local creeks.

Develop a long-term reclamation plan for maintaining the tailings
dam in perpetuity.

Despite the above-numbered suggestions, my greatest desire remains
seeing economic development plans based upon industries which are less
destructive to our environment.

Very truly yours,

J& Mii. &

57.1
Please see response no. 1.1.

57.2
Please see response no. 5.2.

57.3
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

57.4
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines, Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

57.5

Please see response no. 5.4.

57.6
Please see response no. 7.4.

57.7
Please see response no. 7.5.

Kathteen Unkel Loomis



July 26, 1991

Dear Strs,
The Kensington M\ne Project has the potenttal to Impact the economic

we I f are of rest dents whose inCOmeS deoend on the marine resources of
Lynn Canal. This concern is evidenced by the enclosed petltlon containing
f 35 signatures This Pet t t Ion contains the Signatures of 43 drlf t CJllInet
f lshermen who depend upon these waters for their I we I Ihood.

f

The Detition clearly lndlCatt?S that the proposed mlxlng zone for mine
effluent 1s LQUJ.Y unacceptable. The slgrtators feet strongly that nc!

!%l pollutants be discharged into our waters, Any proposals for rnamne
discharge mUW be suPDorted by thorouqn studies of marine resources RCLQC
to the design stage. The current m txmg zone proposal lacks any 58.1

s~.z ~redjb~l)ty due to a failure to bufld uDon a thorough understanding Of the Chaptel 2 of the FEIS inciudes a discussion c)i !,ater treatment that was not

phySlcal and blolo(jlc Processes In this area. Assurances based on included in the DEIS.

‘generailtles and lacking In Site SPeC(ffC data wfll be met with strong
resistance, 58.2

We would appreciate your support for our concerns. The apparent “fast Please see response no 5.2.

tracking” of the Kensington Permit Process needs to be adjusted to allow
the thorough review necessary for a project of this magn) t ude

Sincerely yours,

(Li.JmLd!,< 7./%...,&f’-/’’k”/

Cral~ A, McCormick Norman Blank



IIk+,n n. swsnwn
3400 ELbwm4 Blvd.
Wl”wwc.tls, MNss$~

.\

59.1
Thank you for your comments.
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Ken Mitchell
Juneau Dlstriot Ran&?r
U.S. Forest gervlce
8465 Old Dairy Rend
Junenu, AK 99801

P.O. BOX 6060
Port AIRx~ndnr, Ad S$[36
2-/ Jt]ly 91

Dear Mr Mitahell:

A uhort note to express my opposition to the Kensington Mine
an ourrently planned. I have no pppoeltlon to !iCt,unl minln~ itself,
but in the l$90n I bqlieve thnt nny development should he dons

“right, with the proper envlronmentrtl ethics and with no shortouts
tnken. Thus, I etron~ly nupport n WasteWater tre~tment plant
for the mine tfllllng effluente, nnd oomplete protection of the
important Lynn Csnnl fisheries. I would nlfjo like to eee the
mine developed with the ?.e~at posnible vlriunl detrnotion; I

‘believe putting the taillng~ baok into the mine would breatly reduoe
vlfrunl and water quallty impaots tmd ellminate the need for a
tailings dnm. 60.1

Th?tnk you for this opportunity to oomment. Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

%2ij2!c%------‘:seseeresponseno”



Peter Goll
MauogemenrandGovernmentServices

F.o.Box8s0
HahesAlaska,99$27

July 27, 1991

Juneau District Ranger
U.S. Forest Service
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

Ken Mitchell

Re: Kensington Mine EIS

From January, 1983, until January, 1991, I served in the
Alaska Legislature representing Election District 2 which
includes most of the rural communities in Southeast Alaska,
from Metlakatla to Yakutat.

During this period, I received extensive public comment on
various coastal mining operations and on the Kensington Mine
in particular.

Area comment was consistent in its concern that mining not. be
allowed to have aDY negative impact on water quality.

Based upon extensive input to my office over many years,
neither the general public nor advocates for a variety of
economic interests are satisfied with the level of protection
given to water quality by state and federal regulators. The
public understands that protection has costs and wants those
costs expended by industry and regulators.

The benefits of water quality protection to our region
outweigh the benefits which can be demonstrated for the
Kensington Mine.

I urge you to not permit any discharge of any waste into the
Lynn Canal. Should any water be discharged into the Canal, i.t
must be completely treated.Any other action would be contrary
to the public interest and its stated will,

Thank you.

“c?!ce ely,

;) @z..__-
Peter G 11

61.1

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included inthe DEIS.



July 28, 1991

Dlrectort Mater Divlelon
II.S, Environmental ProtectIon Adm!nitration
1200 6th Avenue, WJ-134
Seattle, Iirishl n~tmn ?C101

Dear Sir!

I am requesting that you extend the publl c comment dead-
l.t.ne on the Kensington Nine, Lynn Canml, /\laska until
October 1, 1.991.

‘l%e TIS for the Kensington Iiino shm.l!i ! ncl ude a thor~
0,.K{l,n I.ud.v of al 1 local crfib, l! O+,l.,-l,’ ~:1:,, ,1.nd juvcnj.le
oalr,on use of the J’oint Sherman arm,

Kenni n~t.on fihould he required to huj.1.r] e WOGtewater
twatrnent, plant if a tailings dam !~ nccvicd, ond not

J,c all.nwd to discharge any poll ubw)ts into J.,ynn Canel,
‘lhcy should consider putt! ng tailings bmck into the mi ne,
and to use dry tailings dlspoeal for ta !.1.i ngs the t can
yot be back-filled, They should be required to develop
a Mypt,erm plan for malntalnlng eny taJ 1 lngs dam that
may be built,

Sitmerel..y,

62.1
Please see response no, 1.1,

62.2
Please see response no. 5.2.

62.3

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

62.4

Please see response no. 7.4.

62.5
Please see response no. 7.5.

cc Ken Mitchell
cc John llaltf?rman





63.1
Please see response no. 1,1,

63.2
Please see response no. 5,2,

63.3
Please see response no. 7A

63.4
chapter 2 of the “FEIS includes a discussion ot water treatment that was not

included in the DE(S.

63,5
Please see responses no. 5.3 and 5.4,

63.6
Please see response no. 7.5.
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64,1
Please see response no, 1,1.

64.2
Please see response no. 5.2.

64.3
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.
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Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines, Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS.
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Please see response no. 5.4,
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64.6
Please see response no, 7.4,

. . . ..._M!q$j )(sV.. h ~,pl-w ~ . . . . .
64.7

—.. ,_ . . .. _.._. . . . . . . .. Please see response no, 7.5,
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Sherrie Markin Goll
Legislative Services

P.o. Box8so
Ilaincs, Alaska, 99827

/ ]Ldy 29, 1991

(3

Mr. Ken Mitchell
Juneau DMrict Ranger
U.S. Forest Service
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

Regarding the environmental impact statement for the Kensington mine:

~b.t [It is essential that any wastewater put in the Lynn Canal be fully treated. 65.1

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
Any impartial study of the region’s long term economics make it clear that included in the DEIS.
protection of water quality should be the highest priority.

This is vital for the fishery, visitor industries, marine mammals, migratory
birds, future development, and is the stated will of the area’s citizens.

The technology exists to develop the mine with no negative impact on the
water, I expectyou to insist that it be used. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Sherrie Markin Goll
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[

*abort the project because of its potential negmttue

&l :e;t’ on water quality and fish and wild] ife habitat In Lynn
. or

[

*assure that the t_m-est $ier vice. KPR and other relcwmt
~~,z agencies ouer*ee Kensington Uentwe’n prnjectm t.o mitigete those

negative effects. Kensington’ii efforts tm protect the
!wvironmnt around i ts MI ne site should include b.wkf tiling the

~6,3 “’me. with tmi]iws, establishing a dry tailinfia ttisposml method
rather {h-n a teilings pond, or constructing .9 wasteuatw-

GG4 :;:
cstnent plant. on si Ie to prevent IWW pollutants produced by
ing antiui. t.tes from contaminating I.vnn Cenml.

$iinnrrelv.

66.1
Please see the discussion of aquatic impacts in Chapter 4 of the EIS

66.2
Please see the mitigation and reclamation plan sections of Appendix A,
Applicant Proposal (DEIS) and the Management, Mitigation and Monitoring
section of Chapter 2 (FEIS).

66.3
Please see response no. 7,4

66.4
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS,



Mr. Ken Mitchell
Juneeu Dletrict Ranger
U.S. Foreet Service
0465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaaka 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

I am writing concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Kensington Gold Mine Project. I believe the DEIS
flndinge are seriously flawed and without baeia and the project

[

should be thoroughly reviewed by your agency. Due to the
overwhelming amount of information presented in the DEIS, please

~y,l entend the present comment period at leaat two months to enable
the comment process to work effectively for all concerned.

I am opposed to many aspects of the mine as described in the

[

preferred alternative. Backfilling of the tailings into the mine
would leaaen the visual and water quality impacts of the mine and
eliminate the need for a tailinge dam thet muet be maintained

&~Z forever. The uae of dry tailinga dispoeal ehould also be
considered if the tailings cannot be backfilled. This technique
eliminates the naed for a tailinge dam, reducee surface impecta,
and protects local creeks.

~1.3 the building of a waetewate;~r~~;’~~~~.~~ ~~~~h~e
discharge of eny pollutants into Lynn Cansl. This technology
exists and should be utilized by the applicant to lessen the
*mpact of the mine on tha surrounding environment.

[

In addition,
the preferred alternative should require a much etronger and
stable dam des%gn than tha proposed dam. The DEIS should also

Glt! develop a long term maintenance plan for maintaining the dam in
perpetuity.

C77.5

[

The DEIS is speculative on the effects the proposed outfall will
have on the Lynn Canal environment. Your agency ehould conduct
thorough studies of local crab, bottomfish, and juvenile salmon
populations in the Pt. Sherman area and Incorporate tha findings
of these studies into the final determination of the EIS.

The mine will have a eerious effect on the community of Juneau.
With the proposed opening of the A-J mine, these two projects
will seriously effect my quality of life. I request that the
DEIS fully aeseee the cumulative impacts of the Kensington and A-
J mines in terms of population increasea and environmental
stress. Tha added costs of social servicaa including schools,
day care, and alcohol and drug treatment, should be etudled and
reported in the DEIS. Tha cost of renta has already risen in
Juneau due to the Greens Creek Mine and the added burden of these
population increasee will be devastating to the price of
affordable housing.

In conclusion, I feel that the Kensington mine project aa
proposed is not an environmentally sound project. Many
alternative exist to lsssen the impact this mine will have on

[

the surrounding environment. The Forest service ehould require

fY7.7theapplicant to explore all alternative that exist and develop
a Preferred alternative that allowa the minimum amount of impact
to the Lynn Canal area.

Sincerely,

Jim Rehfeldt
PO BOX 20477
Juneau, Alaeka 99802

67.1
Please see response no. 1.1.

67.2
Please see response no, 7.4.

67.3
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included inthe DEIS.

67.4
Please see response no.7.5.

67.5
Please see response no. 5,2.

67.6
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines, Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

67.7
The Forest Service as lead agency and EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers as cooperating agencies are responsible for developing alternatives
that address the issues identified during scoping. Alternatives have been
displayed so the public and decision makers may compare their merits.
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OEIS comments

Oeor Mr. ftitch811 I

We havs fou~ principal oreas of comment:
first: Thm OEIS needs to include 8 fsilura mode mnhlysis, Cataloging the

6$,1 Projeci.’m sy%tems’ ?ai lure modes, tha probabi 1Ity and consequences of each,
and the resultjng cumulative ●ffects.

Second: liming and mequenc Ing et Kensington wjth N, and other major mining
projw t.s, should be considered, f4J and Kensington probably should net be

4$.2 ~.r~~~~:l for simultaneous ton.t.uctjen ●nd operation.
“Sot ioeconemics” must at least mention the Qlobal ●f feet ef

permltti”g the gcarre reciource of cbpital to be committed to ● preject
producjmg gold, ● product 1 ikely to be in aurpiua in the world for a very ien~

&~ tjrme.
Fourth: The DEIS is toe provincial, conmiderfrsg only ●hort-term )ocal

effectm. The Project has long-term, global , envi renmentol ●nd cconomie
effects which must be 1ieted and ●nalyzed, ●s follows:

A DE]S section devoted te ●nergy is warranted, to include:
(3.4 kfw Sener.tlon,

electrical
trarwportatjon, tetal fessll fuel, and analysie of

renewabte energy options, for the mining indvstry, for Northern Southeast
A)aska, for the next fifty years,

8, The gross, aggre~a te, Oloba) effects of @l? Ctri C energy production muxt be
●stimated, tncluded in the DEIS, ●nd considered in permitting,

(%.5 k!arm$ngw phe.omeneon ●nd the da.~erm e, the .1ob.1 fossil-fuel $~l?~;m
requirs that: 1, C02 be irrcludad In Tables 4-1 through 4-6

* 2. Total annual fomsjl fuel consumption be spmci f led,
The LPQ production and transportation system must’ be described: LP@ source,

40 transportation vehicle(a) type ●nd ●nergy consumption, sea route, trip
e ‘ &.6 frequency and data!lecl offloading technique c.nnpatibie with winter aea

conttitions in Lynn Canal . “Power Supply*, Page 2-16 and 2-30 to total IV
defitient.

k
any” iosmil fuel creed by the Project, ●specially relat$velv-c iemm-burning

LPQ, is no lcmger ●vail able to power Iess-poilut{ng pub] ic ●nd private
transportation, ●s increasingly required by ●nvironmental laws.

c. The hydroelectric “power supply’ option in “eliminated from detatled
conulderatjon”’ on Page S-3, without ju8tiflcatien. “Hydropower 44on Page 2-30
is inadequate: The search for hydropower sources Shouid be etipanded beyond
Joc*i drainages unti 1 ●dequate hydropower ia found. Thla may inc ]ude
iImPOFtiPg hydropower-dar ivad hydrogen fuel from Dorothy Lake,

If AJ Is required to build the Dorothy I.@ Ice hyd?oeieci.ric project for its
•~er9Y SOur Ce, that @me*QY int Mmmnt - upon M c lohure - could be shipped,
● I iquef \ ed hvdrogen, to power Krnsir!gten and other mimes. PIQ*s* refer to
Proceedl ngs of June 2S, 1991 fmchorage Conference “Hydrogen Potenti ●l for
Alaeka: Induatr\bl ●nd Commer$lal Replications*,, $pensored by f+laska Naturai
~nergv inst.if,ute, Alaska Department of Commerce●nd Eeonemic Development,
et ●l.

At what soc ial ●nd ●nvironmental Cost of fossi 1 fuel does ren@wable
(hydropower or o$har ) energy becbm$ competitive? catale~ the pet=”tjal
hydroelectric sites for pewcring the projects; include type, caphcity, and
caPftbl cost of ●ach,

68.1
Please refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS for discussions of consequences of
failure of major project components.

68,2
Additional analvsis has been done to assess cumulative effects from ooeration
of both Kensington and AJ mines, Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS. “

66.3
A discussion of global socioeconomic and environmental effects is beyond
the scope of the EIS. Such a study would encompass such large issues that
there would be no way to establish valid scientific consensus on which to base
an analysis. Even if such a study could be properly grounded, the effects of
such a small project (globally speaking) would be lost in the statistical
inaccuracy of the data collection and analysis.

68.4
The DEIS, in Chapter 2, considers the development of hydroelectric power in
the drainages near the project. It concludes that there is insufficient flow to
provide power to the project, Analysis of the fuel needs of northern southeast
Alaska for the next 50 years is unrelated to the purpose of the EIS.

68.5
Please see response no, 68,3

66,6
LPG used at the project will be produced in the commercial fossil fuel
production and supply network. No new production facilities are planned for
this project. Please see the description of project supply transportation found
on page 2-13 of the DEIS.

68.7
The DEIS eliminated detailed discussion of hydroelectric power because an
adequate supply is not available near the mine site. Developing a hydropower
source remote from the mine site would require the installation of a massive

transmission system. Significant environmental effects would be expected

from such a power exploitation and transportation system and would extend
project impacts far beyond the boundaries of the proposed project.

Expectations are that Kensington and AJ will operate concurrently. This
renders moot any discussion of using abandoned AJ facilities to supply the
Kensington project.

Trade-offs between fossil fuels and renewable resources are market driven.
Current market conditions are such that alternate energy sources would be
prohibitively expensive.
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D. Transportation ●nergy analysta must give fossi 1 fuel con6umpt, ion for
hi %copt.a, vs sur t at ● ●*a pert. onnel trans. port. btion, ●nd for LPR
transportation. Include all modes of personnel transport: private auto, bus,
mur face sea, ● ir, Pege 2-28,29 bnalysle i5 inadequate. Prjvate euto
transportation should be minimjzed by any Project permf tting, Employeee
driving private vehicles to Echo Cove would be a terrible waste. Ferry from
IXdte Bay i e probabi y best cempromi se: arrange to share Greens Creek Terminal

E. Sol id waste diapesal , Page 2-17 is inadequate It assumes shipping all
“non-combustible”’ eolid waste to Juneau for disposal Juneau al ready has a
9bl id-was te-di%posal problem, and should not receive Project wastes

F, The ‘. significant envlronrmntal advantages> to off site processing”’,
Pbge 2-21, is ootential availability of hydroelectric energy, from $nettishem
●rid/or Onrothy Lake. However, dtsadvant.ages - ●nergy ●nd other - of of fsi Le
processing are severe.

we

[

?ranspe.rtatien ●nal ysis, Page 2-28,29 cone Iurfe9 that a f i 11 breakwater en
*“ Lynn Cana I ie required for rel iable, sate, emergy-efficient tran9p07tati0n 04

material, fue), and personnel tolfrom the Project,. But a breakwater is

: ●conomical ly 8nd environmental 1y unacceptable. This is ● tatal flaw in the
Q Project.

n. Page 2-&3 “Air qual it.y litigation measures- should include 90 per t ●nt
non-fossil-fuel energy generation to nearly ● i iminate C02 ●nd ether

$

●miss$ons

CONCLuSl ON: t3)obal energy and ●nvironmental L?roblems wil 1 probably, by one

> mechanism or another , rest. eict VW+ ●ccess to +ossil fuel$. COn*equent USfJ

&l
energy PO] jcy WI II then restrict fessi t fuel accrss for )Ow-priori ty uses,
euch a, gold mining, The pub) ic and the permitting agencirs sheuld anticipate
that, ●nd prevent. the commitment of scarce capital to, and the dissipation of
f ossf 1 fuel energy upon, the Kensington Project.

The long-term severity of fossil fuei $uppiy tmd global warming
dangers suggest Alternative & - NO &C710N.

Or s new fiiternative, F, should be developed, combining the beat
of C)lternbtives B, C,O, E with ● long-term, regional , mining Industry,
renewable-source only (non- fossi 1, non-nuclear) electrical energy supply,
Pevm$ttlng die8el fuel for mobile ●xcavation equ; pment only,

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

68.8
Fossil fuel consumption was not identified as an issue during scoping,

68.9
The DEIS at page 4-68 identifies landfill capacity in Juneau as one of the
public services currently nearing exhaustion of its usable life. This is
happening now and will not chan9e with or without approval of the Kensington
project. Wastes generated directly or indirectly by the project will merely bring
exhaustion of the current site about sooner than would otherwise occur, The
DEIS serves to notify local officials responsible for waste disposal of this effect.

68.10
Thank you for your comment.

68.11
The DEIS discussion on pages 2-28 and 2-29 refers to a transportation
alternative that was eliminated from detailed consideration in the EIS. There is
no breakwater proposed for any of the action alternatives.

68.12
Please see responses no. 68,3, 68.4 and 68,7, Also, please note that carbon
dioxide emissions are not regulated under the Clean Air Act,

GL.M’-L9X=’$ ?kl.@J!@$inwhJ
William C LeightY Nanc Uaterman

Principals, Alaska Applied Sciencee. , Inc



715 Muir Avenne
Kenai, Alaska 99611
July 30, 1991

U.S. FOREST SERVICE
Attention: Mr. Ken Mitchell, District Ranger
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

I am writing to you concerning the proposed Kensington mine project,
in the Chugach National Forest adjacent to Lynn Canal.

1

I would like to urge that the permit for this mine, if any is issued,
include n requirement that a wasteweter treatment plant be built, if a

.@, ~ taili ngs dam is needed, and thnt it he adequate to remove all pollutants,
so that any water discharged into Lynn canal be at least as clean as the
natnral water flowing into thitr body of water in the area where the mine
would be located. Backfilling of tailinga should be required, also.

Gg 2 I would like to urge, in addition, thst dry tailings disposal for tailinga
that cannot be bnck-fil I.ed be required In any permit iflsued. If a tailtngs dam
is required, a long-term plan for maintaining any such dam in perpetuity

@5 should be req”ir-ed, together with provision for flnancl”g of this process.

I would like to request, in addition, that the Environmental Impact
Study be amended, if necessary, to fully include the effects of this project

@4- on the wildlife resources in this area, including a thorough study of local
crab, bottomfish, and juvenile salmon use of the Point Sherman area, with a
full baseline survey and assessment being done by a qualified research agency.

In addition, the Final E. I .S. should fully address the cumulative impacts
of the Kensington and Alaeka-Juneau mine population impacts on Juneau and the

@~ surrounding area. Thie should include, but not be limited to, the costs of
needed social servicee, such as schoole, alcohol and drug impact, day care,
increased law enforcement, etc.

Sincerely, . . . . f,

&7/dw’@’--
“ Gerald R. Brookman

69.1
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

69.2
Please see response no. 7.4.

69.3
Pleasa see response no. 7.5

69.4
Please see response no. 5.2.

69.5
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines. Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS!



Tongass Tourism & Recreation Business Association
7.to Fifth St . lune,~u, Alaska 99801

{!)(17 )586-4275

KrI, Mi t.cl)el } , JIIIII, mI l)i SI ri,.1 Ilttt, cr. r
(.’l, at ham ,\rnn, ‘I”or]qr, ss N;)t ion;t I l.c]lr.st

ftlli!i (1111 Ilmiry I{on,l
Jll,, enlt, /\fi f)f)~() t

,1111.! :10, 1!}!)1

lJc~nr Ken:

70.1
Chapter 2 contains a discussion of the proposal to build a connecting tunnel
between the Johnson Creek and Sherman Creek drainages and reasons for
notconsidering this option in detail.

70.2
Please see the revised discussion of helicopter flight paths in the noise section
of Chapter 4 in the FEIS.

70.3
Please see response no. 7.4.
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70.4
The DEIS contains detailed analysis of the effects of the proposed tailings
disposal method. Aworstcase analysis ofdamfailure can be found on DEIS
pages 4-8, 4-35, 4-38 and 4-39, Please note that this event has a very low

probability of occurrence because of design and monitoring requirements that
will be part of the project, The analysis is displayed in the DEIS to insure full
disclosure of all possible risks,

70.5

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS,

70.6
Please see response no. 7.5.

70.7
Please see response no. 1,1.

Exerlltitc Director
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Dear Mr. Mitchell:

It has come to our attention that we have been inappropriately cited in the Forest
service’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Kensirwton Gold Proiect.
Specifically, on page 4-67, we hav; been cited as the source of th; following ‘

“The demand for chemical dependency treatment services may be higher
for the mine-related population than for the current population. Males
20-40 years of age would make up much of the mine workforce and are
disproportionately represented in local treatment programs (McDowell,
1990C).”

We did not say this in the report cfted (our AJ impacts study) or in our study, The
Socioeconomic impacts of Development and Operation of tfre Kensington Mine.
We stated in both reports

“It is possible that the demand for chemical dependency treatment
services by the mine-related population will be proportionally slightly
higher than by the current population. The demand for chemical
dependency ~ca:mmrt services will depend cm the extent to which the
mine-related population is diaproportionately represented by young
males. Men 20 to 40 years of age are disproportionately represented in
local treatment pro~rams. If there is not a disproportionate number of
young males i; tie mine-related population;, ~hen the Kensington
population will demand services at the same rate as Juneau’s current
population,”

Our analysis of the potential impact of the Kensington project on local chemical
dependency services is summarized on pages 35 and 36, which read

“The permanent mining population will only require treatment at an
above average rate if the mine is disproportionately composed of young
males. If the age and sex ratios of the mining population are the same as

current Juneau ratios, then there wtll be no disproportionate Increase in
the demand for chemical dependency services. The support sector
population will presumably require treatment at about the average rate
in the Juneau population.”

We have no data indicating that young males will make up a disproportionate share
of the Echo Bay’s workforce.

We stand by our analysis of the potentiaf impacts on Juneau’a chemical dependency
sewi-. If our work is to be cited in the DEIS, it should be cited accuratel y and
without misrepresentation.

Thank you for your consideration.

71.1
Thank you for the clarifying information. The FEIS has been revised to more

accurately reflect your findings.

Sincerel ,

&

,.
“/.7p=,.

Ja es S. Calvin
/#reject Manager
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~air-banks , tfK 99775-0100

Ken Ml f.chel 1
0.S. Forest Service
8965 Old (lair-v Rd.
.Iurm?au. ftK 99tJOl

Ranger Mitchell.

In thinkng about and planning for the Iwoposeti Kensington gold
mine. please consider either:

( %bortlnn the project because of its tmtential negatiue
impacts on water qualitv and fish and wildlife habitat in Lvnn7211,.”.,...

I
*assuring that the ~orest Service oversees Kensington

72.2 tjent"re*s projects to~itigate those megativeeffect~.

Kensington’o efforts to protect the environment around it= mine72,.3 site should include backfilling the mines with tailings.
establishing a drv tailings disposal method rather than a
tailings pond.

72.4 ‘itetopreve”t

or constructing a uastewater treatment plant on
anv pollutants produced bv mining activities from

contaminating Lvnn Canal.

Uhile I would prefer to sce plans for the mine id)arrdone,J
?+1together in faucrr of maint, ainir)q the curr~nt heautv and
int. eqritv of this part, of the coast, I recognize t.hak this mine
will prohahly become a realilv. ns WI(+1. it reprei+enls m}

ww~rt{lnltv for us to urirh on m safe, sustminahle deuelnpnent/
wilderness balance here in Ftlaska. I enco{o-age vou to rise to
the challenge.

Stncerelv.

Km-en Max
(

72.1
Please see the discussion of aquatic impacts in Chapter 4 of the EIS.

72.2
Please see the mitigation and reclamation plan sections of Appendix A,
Applicant Proposal (DEIS)and the Management, Mitigation and Monitoring
section of Chapter 2 (FEIS).

72.3
Please see response no, 7.4.

72.4
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS,



J&w2(A.%’ML-t,

73.1
The EIS has considered effects on old growth forest in the analysis presented
in Chapter 4.
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74.1
Please see response no, 1,1.
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75.2
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Juneau District Ranger Ken Mitchell
U.S. Forest Service
8465 old Ihiry RI.
Juneau Ak 99801

Re! Kensington mine

Dear Ken,

Ae an organization representing huntere, guides and wildlife users
throughout the state, Alaska Reform 16 very concerned about the
development of thie area. Ihere are come serious probleme with the
mine as it is proposed in the current draft EIS. Before we adresa
some of these, we would request an extension of the public comment
deadline by at least two months In order to giva tho6e affected
more time to reepond.

As huntere, biologists and guides, we wouId like to see etrong
neasuree taken to reduce personnel impact on local wildlife. For
example. workers should not be allowed to uee flrearme within at
least eeveral miles of the mine. Idealy, firearms should be
prohibited to workers during their employment. Workers ehould be
encouraged to and given incentives for keeping an eye on their co-
mrkere nnothtcal activities. Siqne should be poeted around the
dump and cafeteria reminding workers that it 1s Illegal to hiii~t

grizzly bears within 1/2 mile of a dump.

If open pit dumpe are used, they wI1l be a significant source for
unnecessary bear mortaIlty, as bears will be shot in self defense
and opportuniet!cally by employeee. Waate reduction, recycling and
heavy duty bear fencing should be used in waete management.
livoldance of local wildlife use areas, such as bear dennlng and
feeding should be a major factor in locating dump and other high
:se areas.

Xn order to accurately assess marine impacta, more research needs
to be done on crab, bottomflsh and salmon use of the area.

To protect local creeks and reduce eurface Impacte, the mine ehould
use dry tailings disposal for those that can’t be backfilled.
Backfll lina whenever poesible would greatly reduce visual and water
quality Impact.

If a tsillngs dam le needed, a wastewater treatment plant ehould be
built uelnrj the best technology. There ie no reason for any amount
of pollutlon to Lynn Canal. In addition, a long term plan should
be developed for maintaining any tailings dam.

we are opposed to this mine, but if it is built. environmental
impacts should be reduced as much as is possible. We are also
concerned about population increases and added social costs to the
Juneau area.

We would like a response o these issues.

Heidi Roblchaud
Seretary

75.1
Please see response no. 1.1.

75.2
The Applicant Proposal (DEIS, Appendix A) contains proposals to prevent
employee interaction with animals on site, including a prohibition on hunting
on developed project properties and private I,ands. Please refer to this section.

75.3
Open pit dumps are not proposed for use on the project.

75.4
Please see response no. 5,2.

75.5
Please see response no, 7.4.

75.6
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

75.7
Please see response no. 7,5.

75.8
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines, Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS,



P.O. Box 206
Haines, Alaska 99827

August 1, 1991

76

Mr. Ken Mitchell
Juneau District Ranger
U.S. Forest Service
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

Regarding the environmental impact statement for the Kensington mine:

It is essential that any wastewater put in the Lynn Canal be fully treated.

Any impartial study of the region’s long term economics make it clear that
protection of water quality should be the highest priority.

This is vital for the fishery, visitor industries, marine mammals, migratory
birds, future development, and is the stated will of the area’s citizens.

The technoloev exists to develou the mine with no neizative imtract on the
“.

water. 1expect you to insist that-it be used. Thank you.”

Sincerely, .>

76.1
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

Re~ecca Redwine Monroe
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571.3
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77.1

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEB.

77.2
Please see response no. 5.2.

Ldw7 .xL5d&L 77.3

.
Please see response no. 7.4.

-Jl-

[/

g&zL’Uz/ axe
77.4
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation is the agency charged with
determining whether the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
permit proposed for issuance by EPA meets state receiving water quality
standards.



US Forest Service
8465 Old Dairy Ffoad
Juneau, AK 99S02

Dear SkiMadam:

I amwritingto express my concern over the propoaad mixing zone for the Kensington gold mlna, I have
baen a resident of Southeast Alaska slrwe the mid-70s.

Tha placement of high levels of heavy matals and cyanide into the marine environment Is not a feaaible or
appropriate option. The Forest Service’s aasessmant makes it clear that the levels n! cyanide in the mixing
zone would exceed federal waler quality standards for cyanide, copper, lead and mercury. Cyanide arwf

78.1

heavy metals should not be placed Into the marine environment and the food chain whenthereare olher
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not

optionsthatcanbe utilized. Thaseoptionsmaycost themlnlngcompanymoremoney, bul it laa priceIhat included in the DEIS.

should be Incorporated durlrrg the In!ffal pfanning phases of a project. All water dumped Into Lynn Canal
~~, ~ (should ~ fraat~ 10a~te and federal walerquallfystandards.

Slrwerety,

)1//,,” J. ‘b :j’y
Linda Van Houlen

79,1

79.2
79,3

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

79.2
Please see response no. 5.2,

79.3
Please see response no, 7,4.
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Chapter 2 of the FEW includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.
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81.1
Please see response no. 7.4.

81.2
Please see response no. 5.2.

81.3
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.



CITY OF HAINES, ALASKA
1’.0.rmx1049
llAINE~ ALASKA 99827

(907)766-2231 ● TOURISM (907)766.2234 ● FAX (907) 766.3179

August 8, 1991

Kenneth F,. Mitchell
r)if3t.t-i[2t. Rang-r
U.S. Forest. Service
Juneau Ranger f3ist.rict
13165 Old l)airy Road
Juneau, AK 99801

Re: Kensincfton Proposed “Mixing 7,nne”

fkar Mr. Mitchell:

The (!it.y council, at its regular meeting c)f August 7, 1991 , voiced
its agreement with the wording in the al.1’acher3 petition and its
strong objection to the propo@ed “Mi.xinq Zone”.

[

‘rhe City Council does not favor ~ mixing zone containing Mt?talS,
toxics or hazardous materials.

~z,~ to Federal standards.
Sewage and runoff mu.ct be treated

The private sector must follow the ~ame
rules and regulations that the public sector must meet, unless
proof of BQ inrpact can he demonstrated,

The Kensington Mine is outside the legal jwrisdict.ion of the City
of Wainefr, hut as all of our renewable resource of ocean fifih
travel through the waters at the Kensington
site, we believe we Ilave a very real concern.

proposed discharge

‘f’hank you for considering our ohjcct.ion.

sz/d~

Frank 1,. Wallace
Mayor
CITY OF HAINF,S

FLW/SVJ

82.1

Chapter 20fthe FElS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.



f_rnm: Crzig McCcrrnlick

Norman fllank

Trx Ilaines City Cnuncil

In consideration of the petitions submitted to the Iiaines City Council regdrding the
Kensington Mine.

And in recognition that commercial and spurt fishing are esudslished and significant
uses in the Lynn Canal and Point Sherman area.

And in recngniiiursthat the arrival of a new industry,bringing with it jobs and other
economic benefits, should nonetheless not place existing uses and industries at risk.

fle it resolved that:

(1) we support the development of the Kensington Mine in a fiscally sound and
environmentally conscious manner; and, that

(2) we ask the Alaska Department of Environmental Consewation and the (J.S.
Forest Service to prohibit the use of a mixing zone at the Kensington facility.

Dear Sws,
The Kensington fline Project has the cmtentlal to lmf?ac! the econcrmlc

welfare of residents whose trrcomes depend on the rnarlne resources of
Lynn Canal. This concern IS evidenced tIy tne enclosed uet It Ion contamlng
135 signatures, This petttlon contains the sqnatures of 43 dr!ft gllh~et
f lshermen who degend Uoon these waters for the Ir I Ivel Ihood,

The Detltton clearly Indicates that the proposed mlxmg zone for mine
effluent Is _ tJI_raCCr?PL3blt?. The Slgnators feel StrOngly that N

POllUWrtS be discharged intO our waters. Any proposals fOr marine
discharge must be Supoorted Dy thorough studies of marme resources u
to the destgn stage. The current mlxlng zone proposal lacks any
Credlbllity due to a fa}lure to build Urrona tnorougrt unr$?rstandlng of the
CrhySICaland blologtc processes m trrls area. Assurances based on
generalities and Iacklng in Site Scteciflc data WIII be met With strong
resistance.

We would appreciate your support for our concerns. The apparent “fast
tracking” of the Kensington permit Process needs to be adjusted to allow
the thorough review necessary for a proJect of this matjnt t!Jde,

Sincerely yours,

Crai#’A. McCormick Norman Blank



PROTECT ~’T. SllEfll’IAl.lF IStlERY

we the undcrstgrmdrequest Ihat th~ MS ForestScr’vlrerewllre Utefallrwlrwr IWM’e al)Y
permlb ero granted for the KensingtonGoldNine opcrfdirm al Point Shnrmen.

l) No’’rnlxtngzcm#. Wereq(le$f. (tie Fote51S~lvlr;eto rnqlJll ettlemltle u]lnpany t(l[J(lfl(l a
wa$k!water lrea[menf, plarl(and notallow dlschar@ of&nypol/(Jlants lntolytJn Canal.

2) llarina sf.!~diesaraessentlnl, Wercqtlost tile Fores150rvlce loreqll\r6: !t]r!rougl! s((]dio\nf
lrml )uvenlkr rmdfidult re[urning salmon, shr+llflsh, andh,tttomfi%huw?of th~ Point Nwrmmr
area

3) Wereqllest tt]e Forest S~rvlco reqtflrc llfomlne company to*ve}op alol)g- lcrrn plan for
rnalntalnlng anytolllngs dam Inperprwtlly,

Director, Water Divisio!y’&.
EPA - Region 10 1’%’vt
1200 Sixth Avenue I]jfi
Seattle, WA 98101 \ll~‘---’.—...-

RE : Kensington Venture

We are being aeked to judge the Kenelngton Venture [KV) so
that under the Clean Water Act they can be granted a license
to pollute the Lynn Canal. The only way I know to judge this
project ICIbaaed on the history and track records of theee
companies and their indumtry. The DEIS is silent on the
queetion of KV partnera, Coeur d’Alene, and Echo Bay’a
environmental record dempite repeated requeata during the
NEPA Scoping procese to provide documentation of any
laweuite, permit vjolatione, fines or other evidence of their
ability to meet water quality standards at their other mines.

$!1(
I request again that the Forest Service provide this

. information. What have they got to hide?

Both the Red Dog and Greene Creek, Alaaka’a two newest mines,
Can’t meet the etandard of the Clean Water Act. The same
UPDES permit is being requeeted by KV. The Red Dog mine near
Kotzebue ia operated by Cominco, another Canadian company and
partner in the proposed Windy Craggy project, They have been
mining zinc and lead for less than two years now at Red Dog.
The EPA, ADF&Cl, and ADEC told me Cominco ueed the “beat
technology,,and d~d the ,,beatEIs*? they had eeen ... and yet
many llunexPectedand unanticipated” eventa occurred+ There
have been three major problems at Red Dog: Acid mine
drainage {AMD), illegal cyanide discharge, and failurea to
report violations from their self-monitoring program.
Concentrations of zinc have exceeded EPA limits by 4,700
times downsteam from the mine. The rivers are stained orange
from AUD 20 mllea from the Red Dog tailinga dam. There were
no fish last year 35-4o miles downstream in rivers that once
were full of char and salmon.

82.2
Petition signatures areomitied from the FEISto save space, The entire
petition, including signatures, is on file at the Juneau Ranger District for public
inspection,

83.1
The Forest Service requested detailed information from the Kensington Venture
Partners ontheir environmental records, Theinformation submitted is part of
thepIanning record andisavailable atthe Juneau Ranger District for public
review<



We have been told to have faith in our government but what
has really happened? The Governor’s office came up with a
creative solution at Red Dog. ADF&13 waa told they have no
enforcement jurisdiction over watera without fish. The EPA
has now cited Cominco with a Compliance Order which notea ~3fl
violations of effluent limitations and 20 separate violations
for falling to report these events. That is a total of 162

violations, almost half of the entire time the mine had been
operating. Cominco could be fined more than 95U but the EPA
has proposed a fine of just $125K. Comlnco haa agreed to
S75K.

The Oreena Creek mine has been c~ted for 81 violation of
their NPDES permit and continue to operate out of compliance.
Heavy metala are accumulating at the loading facility.
Natives report that bottom fish and craba are no longer found
near the outfall. Mine workers report that apilla at the
loadlng dock are not reported. They were fined just $50K.

This industry fan’t going to get the message until they are
ahut down and given multlmilllon dollar flnea. The U.S.
Bureau of mines haa iaaued a report which tel16 ua that the
mining industry in America haa poisoned over 12,000 miles Of
rivers and streame and 180,000 surface acres of lakes and
reservoirs. That ie 281 equare miles of lakes and enough
rivers to stretch from here to Waahlngton D.C. and back
twice. To allow this to continue to our Nationta water is
crjminal. The minimal fines for 13reena Creek and Red Dog
suggest it paya to pollute.

P KV telle ua they plan to uae the “beat available
b technology” and “best management practlcea” yet this mixing
@ zone is the worst and cheapest solution. At other Echo Bay

mines, they have killed thousands of an~mals with their
careless and negligent uee of cyanide and been repeatedly
fined. Allowing the KV to use the Lynn Canal as an
industrial sewer with a pollution zone buried under water
where ita impacts cantt be see or properly monitored is not

I

acceptable. If the Red Dog and Greens Creek mines can’t

$3.2
control their pollution and meet the etandards of their NPDES
permits, then why should KV be allowed to go down the same
road? Common sense should tell us thie NPDES permit process
simply Isn’t working. Are you going to let KV experiment

83 B with the watera and flab of the Lynn canal?

I am opposed to thla project unless and until the KV agreea
to 100% water treatment and a commitment to do the job right.

83.4 That means nomixing zone, drytai13nge, back filllngwaate,
suspending the NEPA process until they complete baseline
tudies as requested by ADFfiQ, USF&WS, and others. Finally,

8..5 implemented with the ability to shut down the mine for
a continuous, Independent on-site monitoring program must be

violations to give any credibility to their testjng.

83.2
The Red Dog and Greens Creek mines are judged based on their individual
performance under the NPDES program. The Kensington Venture will similady
be judged on their performance. EPA and ADECwill use the requirements of
the Clean Water Act and its associated regulations, along with cumulative,
appropriate experience in the regulatory process toreview the NPDES permit
application. This inconsistent with their responsibilities under the law.
Changing the NPDES process would require an act of the United States
Congress and is outside the scope of this EIS.

83.3
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

83.4
Please see responses no. 4.5 and 7.4,

83,5
The Forest Service and EPAwill, aspadof the permit approval process require
some duplicate sampling for independent analysis by laboratories chosen by
the agencies, The frequency and extent ofthese requirements has not yet
been determined,
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84.1
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS,

84.2
Please see response no. 5.2.

84.3
P)ease see response no, 7<4,

84.4
Please see response no, 7.5,



Mr. and Mrs. Peter D. Koch
P.0. Box 70001
Bel1evue, WA 98007
August 21, 1991

f35.1

$5.2

Mr. Ken Mitchel 1
U.S. Forest Service
8465 Old Dairy Rd.
Juneau, AK 99801

Oear Mr. Mitchel 1:
,
Having spent several sumners in Southeast Alaska, we were very disturbed to
hear of the proposal to build the Kensington gold mine along the scenic Lynn
Canol. The canal is a popular destination for tour boats which specialize
in showing Southeast Alaska’s spectacular wilderness. A huge mine would
diminish the area’s attractiveness considerably. Since tourism is a prime

- industry there, the mine could have serious consequences.

Fishing is another mainstay of the local econoinywhich may suffer from the
mine. Kensington’s proposal to discharge tailing pond water, which would
contain excess leveis of heavy metals, into the canal could adversely affect
salmon and other fish. More thorough studies need to be done in the area of
fishes there, e.g. , bottom fish, crab, etc.

From what we have read, the best method of disposing of the tailings would be
“backfilling” to put the tailings back into the mine. Tailings which cannot
be backfilled should be disposed of in a dry form. If a tailings dam is
needed, the company should be forced to build a water treatment plant to fully
treat the discharge, so that N PO1luntants would go into the canal. Further-
“more, it should be required to prepare long-range plans for the maintenance of
the dam.

18efore the proposed mine is approved or rejected, it is necessary to have more
~s.~ detailed iflfO~ation about its Impact on the nearby cotwrrunities of Haines and

Juneau in such areas as housing, schools and social services.

We urge al1 agencies concerned with the mine to study carefully the impact it
would have on the economy and social services of the nearby connnunities before
making decisions which have wide-ranging effects,

,l!jp:~jlJ Sincerely,

/2..,+(2it&M&I’j&4i.

85.1

Please see response no. 4.3.

85.2
Please see response no. 5.2.

85.3

Please see response no. 7.4.

85.4

Chapter 2 oi the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

85.5
Please see response no. 7’.5.

85.6
Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines. Please see Chapter 4 oi the FEIS.

:1 Mr. and Mrs. Peter D. Koch



August 21, 1991

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
NationalOceanic●nd JWmosphorlcAdmlnbtratlbn

Vational Marine Fitrheriee” Service
P.O. Box 2]6’68

Juneau, Alaekm 99802 .16rif?

Kenneth E. Mitchell
District Ranger
Juneau Ranger District
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaaka 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for the Kensington Ventures’s propoeed gold mine north of Juneau,
Alaska, and offer the following comments;

Gen ral ce ommente

The DEIS describes five project alternatives and selects a
preferred alternative that is a modification of the applicant’s
proposal. The specific rationale for selection of the preferred
alternative 1s not explained in the DEIS, and ehould be. The
document states that the preferred alternative was identified
“based on a consideration of estimated environmental effects and
comparison with evaluation criteria, ” but does not describe the
specific factors and trade-offs considered. This should be
rectified in the FEIS. From our perspective, Alternative E -
Dewatered Tailings disposal appears moat likely to provide
maxf.nwm protection to aquatic resources, and warranta further
consideration.

Relative to the marine discharge, more specific information ia
needed to discern any differences in the environmental effects of
the various alternatives. For example, presumably the effluent
volume discharged would be less under Alternative E. Although we
agree that there is a general suite of potential effects
associated with the marine discharge for all the alternatives,
for deciaionmaking, It la essential to identify the differences.

Aa noted in the DEIS, the marine environment in the vicinity of
the proposed marine discharge supports a diveree community of
marine organisms, including several commercially harvested
species. To provide protection to these resources and the
fishery they support, the feasibility of additional treatment
processes to remove metals and cyanide from tailings prior to
dl.spoaal, or from tailings’ effluent prior to marine discharge,
should be evaluated. Minimizing the volume of contaminant
discharged to Lynn Canal should be given greater priority.

86.1
Theimpacts ofeachalternative are fully displayed in Chapter4. Each of the
impacts presented were considered in identifying the preferred alternative in
the DEIS,

86.2
Please see response no. 7.4,

86.3
Alternative A (No Action) would have little additional or extenuating water
quality impacts except those resulting from reclamation of the current
exploration site disturbance.

In terms of displaying differences between potential impacts, Alternatives B, C,
and Dwould all have essentially thesame effect onthemarine water quality.
The discharge from the tailings impoundment from either the Sherman or
Sweeny Creek structures are proposed to discharge in the same general area
of Lynn Canal. Thequantity andquality of thedrainage discharged to the
marine environment viaa constructed outfall provide noreal basis for
differentiating between the Alternatives as presented.

Alternative E,dewatered or dry tailings disposal, would still require amarine
discharge from the proposed dry tailings area runoff, seepage and
sedimentation collection pond(s). In addition, the recycled process water from
the dewatered tailings would operationally require that aportion of the flowbe
wasted, and fresh water used tomakeup the difference. The total calculated
flow, runoff plus make-up wastewater, that would be discharged into the
marine environment, would vary over the year in a range from 2,000 gpm toa
calculated low of approximately 550gpm, While this flow would resettled,
and the particulate portion of any potential pollutants partially removed by
settling solids, much the same way as the proposed tailings pond would
~emove solids, the effluent would, unless other treatment is provided, have
expected characteristics similar to tailings pond effluent. For comparative
purposes theprojected flow from theproposed tailings pond (Alternatives,
C, and D) isexpected to range from 5,000 gpmtoalow of approximately 900
gpm,

Theability tohandle, place and stabilize (compact) dewatered tailings would
affect the quality of the runoff and drainage from Alternative E, The more
unstable thematerial, thegreater the erosion and runoff potential,
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SDecific comments:

‘Page 3-46: Steller sea lions were permanently listed as a
threatened epecies on November 26, 1990 (55 FR 49204). Baaed on
recent Steller sea lion surveys, Hazy Islands and White Sisters
(near Sltka) have been added to the list of rookery sites.

“Page 4-18: The DEIS etates that removing the etream canopy and
altering flow patterns will not affect temperature in lower
-Sherman Creek. What is the basis for this determination? Is it
possible to route diverted stream channels through forested areas
and thue maintain some vegetative cover?
.

Page 4-19* Reclamation plana include rerouting Sherman and Ophir
Creeks through the tailings facility. The potential that these
streamflows will disturb disposed tailings and mobilize tailings-
associated contamlnante should be evaluated.

Page 4-30: Fish have been shown to accumulate contaminants from
a variety of sources, including sediments. The proposed
discharge is likely to create an area where sediments, as well a
portion of the water column, have elevated levels of
contaminants, such as copper and lead. Fish that feed in or
burrow in these sediments will be exposed to contaminants, and
may experience adverse health effects or accumulate these
substances in their body tiaeues. The DEIS estimates the area of
water column where contaminant levels will be exceeded; if
possible, an eetimate of the amount of bottom habitat likely to
be influenced by the discharge should be pkovided.

Page 4-33: The DEIS suggests that the marine discharge will not
disrupt the salmon fishery, but does not consider possible
effects to groundfieh or shellflsh harvest within the disposal
area. The FEIS should evaluate the likelihood that the mixing
zone will be closed to fishing, as well as how public perception
of contamination may affect fishing in this area. hlthough fish
populations may not be noticeably affected, fishing patterns and
perceived value of the cetch, and thus, fishermen, may be.

Page 4-36: Since the proposed water withdrawal for domestic usea
ia anticipated to exceed minimum stream flow requirements for
anadromous fish, other water sources that will not affect
instream flows should be identified in the FEIS.

Appendix Ht The biological assessments should clearly indicate
whether the Forest Service believes the proposed project is
likely to adversely affect humpback whales or Steller sea Iiona.

Page H-4~ The DEIS indicatea that low-level helicopter flights
or ferry boat traffic may cauae Steller sea lions to abandon
haulouts in the vicinity. Such an action would be in violation
of the Marine Mammal Protection Act , which prohibits unauthorized

86.4

The project applicant proposes to meet or exceed marine water quality
standards for maintaining aquatic life at the edge of the mixing zone as
required bythe Clean Water Act.

Alternative F has been added to the FEIS to address the issue of treatment of
some oral lo fthetailingspond effluent flow prior to discharge. FEIS Chapter
2 provides an evaluation of potential treatment alternatives that were
considered. FEISChapter 4assesses theimpacts of theproject employing the
treatment technologies considered.

The DEIS provided a projection of effluent water based upon the information
available when the draft document was prepared. The FEIS reflects current
knowledge of ore processing conditions, hydrology and the treatment options,

All of the water quality projections to date are based upon the best available
information utilizing bench and pilot scale water quality data and hydrologic
modeling. Since the reported results in the DEIS and FEIS are in the parts per
million and billion ranges the results are going to beverysensitive to even
small variations in the bench and pilot scale investigations used to developa
data base for this project. Until theactual facility isconstructed and stable
operation is achieved, it is impossible to precisaly predict the constituent
concentrations in the discharge. The applicant has the obligation to meet the
water quality requirements established by the regulatory authority as part of
the discharge permitting (NPDES) process. In theevent the marine aquatic
standards cannot reachieved asanticipated using the current draft NPDES
stipulation, additional treatment is possible andwould haveto be provided by
the Applicantto satisfy the statutory requirements,

86.5

Thank you forthis updated information, Thetext in the FEIShas been revised
to incorporate this recent survey information.

2



~ takings of marine mammals.

(

~,1~ adequate height {at least
Helicopter flights must maintain an

1000 ft.) over haulouts or flight
paths/ferry routes should be altered to avoid haulouts.

we appreciate the opportunity to comment on this DEIS. Our
comments on the NPDES and SectIon 10/404 permit applications will
be forwarded to you to aid in developing the FEIS. Further
coordination on this project should be directed to Susan Mello at
586-7235.

Sincerely,

I

~&.J@@-’-’%-
Steven Pennoyer, Director
Alaaka Region

cc : ADFG, Douglas
FW, Juneau, Anchorage
Applicant
DGC, Juneau

EPA, Anchorage, Seattle
CE, Anchorage
ADEC, Juneau
ADNR, Juneau

86.6
According to Everest and Harr (1982 ),southeast Alaska is not located in a high
risk zone for damaging habitat ofanadromous salmonids asa result of solar
heating ofexposed stream reaches, Using acalculation outlinedin Brown
(1970), this general statement regarding the effect of canopy removal along
the Ophir Creek diversion on temperature in lower Sherman Creek was
confirmed. Theanalysis shows that water temperature standards will be met.
Even though the imp:mt from increasing temperature in the low flow summer
period seems slight ,,ntinuous temperature monitoring has been initiated in

lower Sherman Creek.

86.7
Construction and maintenance of the diversions around the tailings area and
the topographic characteristics of the site make it impossible to maintain
vegetative cover over the diverted channels during project operations.

FoIlowing project closure, tree and shrub canopy cover would be reestablished
along reclaimed stream channels,

86.8
The design of the reclaimed stream channels will use low gradients and
standard design practices tominimize thepotential forre-suspensionof the
tailings, Chapter 2ofthe FEIScontains additional information on reclamation
goals.

86.9
The assessment has been expanded in the FEIS to include a distribution
projection for total solids suspension in the water column and total solids and
particulate heavy metal deposition on the sea bed, throughout Lynn Canal.
The reader is referred to Chapter 4 of the FEW and to Kessler and Vigers
(1992 )for additional discussion. The basic conclusion isthatthe increase in

total suspended solids concentration and seabed total solids deposition rate
would be below measurable amounts everywherein Lynn Canal.

The predicted low availability of incremental sediment heavy metals combined
with the ability of most of the important bottom dwelling organisms to de-
toxify their tissues precludes any significant bioaccumulation of wastewater
constituents. Additional detailed information is available in Kessler and Vlgers
(1992).

86.10
Potential effects to groundfish and shellfish populations were considered on
page 4-31 of the DEIS, buttheharvests of these species was addressed only

indirectly. Additional discussion has been included in the FEIS. See Chapter
4.



~ The NPDES permit (see Appendix D) would require on-going monitoring of
direct toxic effects as well as bioaccumulation within indicator species. Results
of this monitoring will provide a basis for demonstrating any potential health
concerns, No closures of the area to fishing are expected,

ADF&G data does not indicate significant catches of groundfish and shellfish,
in the project area,

86.11
Based on the DEIS and FEIS analysis which shows no impact to fish as a
result of the mixing zone, there is no reason to expect that the area would be
closed to fishing. The only foreseeable impacts to perceived value of the
catch from this area would result from public campaigns designed to cast
doubt on the catch. The Forest Service cannot speculate on the probability
that some group may undertake such a campaign.

86.12
Possible sources of alternative water supply are ground water wells and mine
drainage, These alternate sources will be needed infrequently during low flow
periods and will have no measurable effect on flow in Sherman Creek.

86.13
The biological assessment has been revised in the FEIS (see Appendix B),
The revised assessment states that the proposed project will not adversely
affect humpback whales or Steller sea lions.

86.14
Please see the revised Biological Assessment (FEIS Appendix B),



August 22, 1991

Sten Mitchell
U,S.Forest Service
8465 Old Dairy Rd.
Juneau 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell,

I havs spent today reading through the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Kensington Gold Project and I have several
concerns about the issues and various alternatives discussed.

The very concept of a tnixin9 zone eeems flawed for the
llowing reasons:

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

Any concentration of a pollutant can be diluted given
enough water. But those pollutants, largely heavy metals
are still in the water, they have not disappeared. They will
accumulate somewhere in the ecosystem and they will degrade
the water quality of Lynn Canal.

There does not appear to have been any study or
discussion of the probable accumulation of the heavy
metals in pockets or tidal eddies in I,ynn Canal. The
dynamics of a stream will deposit and concentrate placer
gold in local areas. I expect similar dynamics will
occur in the Canal.

The DEIS does not address what the effect of 12 years of
chronic low level pollution will be on Lynn canal and its
ecosystems. AS indicated above, the pollutants do not
disappear, and it has become clear particularly with
some diseases such as cancer, that a toxin can cause
injury or harm after many years of low level exposure.

I have talked to various people in the EPA and the State
Department of Environmental Conservation and have learned
that Green’s Creek Mine regularly exceeds its permit
limitation especially for free cyanide and PII levels.
What assurances do we have that Kensington will not
as well?

There is not ourrently a precise method in which to
meaeure free cyanide. Vet this form of cyanide is the
most toxic. Given the immense amount of cyanide used
in the extraction process and its extreme toxicity, it ia
essential that an acceptable means of measuring it is
found. If no method is available, no cyanide of any form
be allowed in the mine~s effluent.

87.1

PleaserefertoChapter 4 of the FEIS for a discussion of how dilution and
flushing procasses interact in controlling the receiving water distribution and

ultimate fate of wastewater contaminants. Virtually all projected wastewater
constituents occur naturally in Lynn Canal and if dilution reduces wastewate!

1

additions to below the accepted standard, then by definition the water quality
has not been significantly degraded. Two questions must be answered: 1)
What isthe distance from the outfallwhere dilution is achieved; and2)ls
renewal of the receiving water adequate to prevent the slow increase in
background concentration. Under extreme worst-case conditions, dilution
rates are predicted to be sufficient to achieve State and federal ambient
standards within a short distance from the outfall (i.e., edge of a small initial
mixing zone), A conservative estimate of the Lynn Canal flushing rate (i,e., a
calculation biased towards under-estimation) indicates that the water renewal
rate will always be sufficient to limit the long term increase of any wastewater
constituent either to below the present analytical detection limit or to within the
present measured natural environmental variability. For reasons that are’
presented in Chapter 4 of the FEIS, the latter applies to all regions of Lynn
Canal including the suggested eddy re-circulation zone located to the north of
Pt. Sherman,

87.2
The Forest Service, EPA and ADEC will enforce the laws to the best of their
ability with the resources allocated to them. Please note that the information
available to the Forest Service shows that Greens Creek has never been cited
for violation of cyanide discharge limits. All citations have involved other
constituents. The Greens Creek mine NPDES violations have all been
violations of the end-of-pipe standards; there have been no violations of water
quality standards outside the mixing zone.

87.3
EPA regulates cyanide based on total cyanide analysis, The total analysis
includes all toxic (reactive) forms of cyanide as well as benign compounds.

This provides a built-in margin of safety since the criteria used to develop the
regulation assumes that the total cyanide reading represents reactive forms of
cyanide only,

,.
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f. I have learned that the State DEC has not even a
procedure in place to enforce the State’s own water
quality standards. I have also learned that the one
enforcement person in DEC has left and that there are
currently no plans to replace him. Given the current
and perhaps subsequent administrations* lack of
zeal in enforcing environmental regulations, and its
emphasis in reducing the State budget, what assurances
does the public have that Kensington will be properly
monitored, and if neceseary held liable for permit
violation? A case in point, is the State’e miserable
oversight of the oil response capabilities of Alyeska.

:n light of the toxicity of the proposed discharge, of the
difficulty of accurately measuring free cyanide, of the evidence
of lax and ineffectual monitoring and policing of other
industries operating within the State and of the rich and
productive fishery supported by Lynn Canal, I believe that
Kensington should not be permitted to discharge any pollutants of
pny sort or concentration into Lynn Canal.

If Kensington is permitted to discharge heavy metals into the
Canal, then the monitoring data must be made readily available to
the public. Currently we must submit a Freedom of Information Act
request, which is tedious and time consuming. The data is
effectively hidden from public review. I think that both the raw
data and the EPA NPDES Violation report ehould be made available
at local state agencies and at the Public Libraries of the
communities involved. In addition, I believe that the monitoring
procese iteelf should be open to public inspection. Any citizen
who wishes to inspect the method by which water, sediment and
other samples are gathered should be so permitted.

2) The potential for dam failure was not adequately addressed. A
failure that caused several million tons of tailings to drain
into the Canal would be catastrophic. Dam construction and design
were gloseed over. Reasons for choosing the dam as opposed to the
dry tailings method were not adequately addressed.

3) The DEIS indicated that it was not feasible to backfill the
tailings. But it appeared that it was not feasible only when the
mine was still in operation. Why can not those tailings that can
be backfilled be done so after the mine has stopped producing? If
the dry storage of tailings alternative is selected, why can not
these tailings be used as backfill since, their water content
will be no more than 14% and their dewatering characteristics
would not then be an issue?

87.4

The Forest Service has forwarded your concerns to the State. The FEIS
includes an expanded discussion for monitoring including frequency and
response time.

87.5
The monitoring process is open to public inspection. You may contact the
permitting agencies to review monitoring data and methods,

87.6

The proposed tailings dam will be designed to meet or exceed the standard of
practice for tailings dams in similar geographic and seismotectonic settings.
Final dam design must be reviewed and approvedby technical specialists
from the State. CBJ and Forest Service. A potential failure of the structure
may result from an earthquake event which exceeds the Maximum Credible
Earthquake (MCE), An event of this size would also result in mass destruction
in southeast Alaska.

87.7

Please see response no. 7,4, Backfilling the tailings after close of operations
would reduce the quantity to be stored permanently on the surface. The
quantity remaining in surface disposal would be between 7,200,000 and
12,000,000 tons depending on final ore reserves. The small reduction in
surface environmental impacts realized by reducing the surface disposal to this
level cannot justify the expense and additional environmental effects of
rehandling the tailings after closure. .

87.8
Please see response no. 5.4.

4) The DEIS itself, predicts that the city will lose money over
the life of the mine. I think it should be incumbent on
Kensington to pay the City of Juneau for all social and economic
costs associated with the mine.bringing so many workere. Thie
includes new schools, required upgrades to utilitiee, social

: programs and the like. The company should also pay for any impact
caueed by the closing of the mine, particularly if there are

%’.D [

interim closures. These would include the severance pay of
teachers, city employees and others who are laid off ae people
leave Juneau.

In summary, I think that the social, economic and environmental
costs and riske associated with the Kensington Mine Project
exceed its few, g+;&+-short term benefits. It ehould not be permitted
to proceed.

Juneau, Ak 99801
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BOX 62
TENAKEE SPRINGS, AK 99841
AUG. 25, 1991

KEN MITCHELL, US FOREST SERVICE

8485 OLD DAIRY ROAD

JUNEAU, AK 99801

DEAR MR. MITCHELIJ

One year ago my husband and I were able to arrange a state loan and buy a
salmon gillnet permit for SE Alaska. We sold our home in order to buy a

boat and cover our initial start-up costs. We hope now to build up a
fishing business that will be profitable in a few years.

I am totally opposed to any industry that will threaten the fishery in the

Lynn Canal. I see the proposed Kensington mine as such a threat.

I do not oppose the mine per se; however, it is acceptable only under the

following conditions:

091[, 1. No mixing zone in Lynn Canal - build a waslewater treatment plant,

2. Conduct additional biological studies of the marine environment in the
&?2 Point Sherman area so that marine impacts are not speculative.

[

693:
Use dry tailings disposal instead of a huge dam.

“Backfill” dry lailings into the mine as much as possible.

Thank you for your altention, Please take responsible and safe
precautions in this venture.

Sincerel ,
q L)I&’

Kaly White

c. John Halterman, Juneau Planning Commission

Director, US EPA

89.1

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

89.2
Please see response no, 5,2,

89.3
Please see response no, 7.4.
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BOX 62
TENAKEE SPRINGS, AK 99841

AUG. 25, 1991

KEN MITCHELL, US FOREST SERVICE
8465 OLD DAIRY ROAD
JUNEAU, AK 99801

DEAR MR. MITCHELL:

One year ago 1was able to arrange a state loan and buy a salmon gillnet
permit for SE Alaska. My wife and 1sold our home in order to buy a boat

and cover our initial start-up costs. We hope now to build up a fishing
business that will be profitable in a few years.

I am totally opposed to any industry that will threaten the fishery in the
Lynn Canal. I see the proposed Kensington mine as such a threat.

I do not oppose the mine per se; however, it is acceptable only under the
following conditions:

1. No mixing zone in Lynn Canal - build a wastewater treatment plant

2. Conduct additional biological studies of the marine environment in tl]e
Point Sherman area so that marine impacts are not speculative.

3. Use dry tailings disposal instead of a huge dam.

(4. V3ackfill”d ry tailings into the mine as much as possible

Thank you for your attention, Please take responsible and safe

precautions in this venture,

John White

90.1
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

90.2
Please see response no, 5.2.

90.3
Please see response no. 7.4.

c. John Halterman, Juneau Planning Commission

Director, US EPA



Kenneth E. Mitchell
District Ranger
Juneau Ranger District
8465 old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement Kensington Gold PrOjeCt

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

This letter contains the comments of the Alaska Electric Light
and Power Company (AELP) on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) Kensington Gold Project dated June 1, 1991.
AELP is an investor owned elactric utility certified by the Alaska
Public utilities commission to provide electric service to moat of
the City and Borough of Juneau (CBJ).

In an overall senee AELP believee tha Kensington DEIS to be a
fair and complete etatement on the impacts of the Kensington Gold
Project. It ie clearly written and well illustrated. Based on the
information contained in the DEIS AELP believee the Kensington Mine
should be allowed to be developed. AELP makes the following
suggestions which will further improve the DEIS.

1
91.1

9L2-

(1.

2.

‘l’heDEIS does not addrese the alternative of extending to
the Kensington Mine the electrical transmission eystem
which links the CBJ with the snettieham Hydroelectric
Project. Snettisham is owned and operated by the U. S.
Government and is the primary source of firm electric
energy for the cBJ. Currently there ie substantial
excess energy available from Snettisham. The proposed A-
J Mine ie expected to utilize this energy. If the A-J
Mine were not developed Snettieham would have sufficient
energy to accommodate all of the Kensington Mine
electrical energy needs. Due to the fact that
Snettisham is a long dietance from the CBJ load center
and its transmission line is vulnerable to the natural
elements, AELP hes found it necessary to inetall backup
diesel generation facilities within its load center. It
would probably be necessary to inetall additional backup
generation for Kensington if it were eupplied with
Snsttisham energy. From an electric perspective it would
be preferable to place the Kensington backup facilities
at the Mine.

AELP is keenly aware of the national effort to conserve
energy. It is puzzled by the Forest Serviceqe proposal
to move the generators which will eerve the Kensington
from the Mine entrance to a location closer to tidewater
in order to minimize the noise for the mountain goats.
It wae the jntent of the Mine owners to utilize the
exceae heat from the generators to heat the camp and the
Mine. If the generator are not located at the Mine
entrance some other source of heat must be developed.
This is energy inefficient and wasteful. AELP believee
the technology ie available to dampen generator noise and
should be used in order to allow the generators to be
located at the Mine entrance aa proposed by the Venture.

91.1
In order for an alternative to meet the NEPA test for reasonableness it must be
one that can be selected at the culmination of the analysis. Thus, as long as
the AJ project remains a viable proposal this alternative could not be selected
as the preferred alternative, The environmental impacts of extending power
lines to the Kensington site and bypassing AJ would not be justifiable. This
renders the alternative a straw proposal that does not meet NEPA screening
criteria at this time, If, at some future time, AEL&P chooses to submit a
proposal for extension of power lines to or past the Kensington site, the Forest
Service will participate with other federal agencies in preparing NEPA
documentationon the proposal.

91.2
Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS for additional discussion of impacts of
moving the generators.

&ti%xzi?4
‘l’hankyou for giving AELP the opportunity to comment on the –&;&:ebb

Kensington DEIS.

!!



Mr. Kenneth E. Mitchell
District Manager
Juneau Ranger District
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

RE: Drati Environmental Impact Statement Kensington Gold Project.

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

This letter contains the comments of the Haines Light & Power Co., Inc. (HLP) on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Kensington Gold Project dated June 1,
1991. f-tLP is err investor owned electric utility certified by the Alaska Public Utitities
Commission to provide electric sarvice to most of the City of Haines.

In an overall sense, HLP believes the Kensington DEIS to be a fair and complete
statement on the impacts of the Kensington Gold Project. It is clearly written and well
illustrated. Based on the information contained in the DEIS, HLP believes the Kensington
Mine should be allowed to be developed. HLP makes the following suggestions that
fufiher improve the DEIS.

92.1

9j’,z

1.

2.

3.

HLP is very concerned about the long term prospects for the Haines
economy, primarily due to its vulnerability to the Chilkoot Lumber Mill.
Currently the Mill is closed down and Haines has the highest unemployment
rate in the State of Alaska (see the enclosed article from the Gukat Vall~
.N2ws datad August 8, 1991). This is not the first time Haines has
experienced such an economic calamity due to the Mill closure. A raliable
employment base for Haines is in the best interest of HLP’s electric
customers. Fluctuations in annual electric consumption, generally correlate
with the economy, and ultimately result in highar electrical rates. The
Kensington Mine offers the opportunity to provide a stabla employment
base for Haines. In reading the DEIS, the emphasis is placed on the
adverse socio-economic impacts on Juneau, and does not fullyconsidar the
oppotiunities the Kensington offers to improve and stabilize the economy
of Haines. Tha nearby communities of Hoonah, Angoon and Yakutat can
benefit from the Kensington as well.

Over the yeare the possibilityof linkingthe communities of Southeast Alaska
with an electrical transmission system has been under consideration. Once
such a system is in place it will be possible to build large and efficient
generation facilities to serve more than one community. The most difficult
link to justify economically is the segment between Haines/Skagway and
Juneau. Development of the Kenslrrgton Mine wilf bring the
Haines/Skagway - Junaau link one step closer to economic feasibility.

HLP Is keenly aware of the national effort to conserve energy. it is puzzled
by the Forest Service’s proposal to move the generators that will serve the
Kensington from the Mine entrance to a location closar to tidewater. This
is done to minimize the noise for the mountain goats. It was the intent of
the Mine owners to utilize the waste heat from the generatora to heat the
camp and the Mk_re.If the generators are not located at the Mine entranca,
some othar source of heat must ba developed. This is energy inefficient
and wasteful. HLP betieves the technology is available to dampen
generator noise and should ba used to allow the generators at the Mine
entrance as proposed by the Venture.

92.1
Please see Chapter 4 of the FEiS for an expanded discussion of
socioeconomic impacts to Haines.

92.2
Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS for additional discussion of impacts of
moving the generators.

GQ&&
V ry trul yours, \

d

?

CO .)ildn
1

President
O
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August 28, 1991 !“” 3’91

Mr. Kenneth E. Mitchell
District Renger, Juneau Ranger Diat.
Tongass National Forest CXSTRICTW5,NG~f+

8465 Old Dairy Road DEPUTY FfANGER.Z___
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Dear Mr. Mitchell:

&l;.w__

13M ‘-–—--~~
\,t.a

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF) app%%=--—-——”-”-
your extension of the comment period on the Kensington Gold
Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Enclosed are
our comments on that document, as well as copies of our
comments to the Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation (ADEC) and the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) on the section 401 water quality certificate and
draft section 402 (NPOES) Dermit, resl.rectively.These
latter comments are submit~ed in”lieu-of detailed comments
on the water quality portions of the DEIS.
e

NWF found the text of the DEIS generally clear and
readable, but the format difficult. The absence of an
overall table of contents and an index handicap the reader,
as doee the lack of cross-referencing by page or section
identifier, Even the large size of the document ie
cumbersome. More importantly, the DEIS has several
eubetantive flaws, notably in ite discussions of the
potential impacte on water quality, wildlife and wildlife
habitat, commercial fisheries, employee health, and the
Juneau and Haines communities. We firet discuss our
general concerns (not necessarily in order of priority) and
then proceed with a page-by-page analysis.

First, the treatment of cumulative impacts is
conclusory and superficial. It does little to inform
decision makers about the real impacts of this development
and other existing and reasonably foreseeable facilities.
Indeed, the DEIS often entirely overlooks the effects of
exieting developments in the region.

Second, the DEIS alao anticipates that decisions
will be made before crucial baseline etudies necessary to
adequately characterize the existing environment and
reliably predict impacte have been completed. Thie

93.1
Atable of contents has been added tothe FEIS, and the final document is
published in 81/2x 11 format.

93.2
The DEIS does not anticipate decisions except those allowable under Forest
Service and NEPAregulations. The Forest Service hasexamined baseline data
for adequacy anumber of times during development of both the DEISand the
FEIS. Please seethe planning record fordocumentation of this process.
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approach mocke the purpose of the EIS. See Vermont Yankee
Nuclear Power COEU. NRDC 435 U.S. 519, 558 (197S)
(purpose of EIS is ‘%=~e a fully informed and well-
considered decision!’).

Third, mitigation gets short shrift in the document.
The CEQ regulations contemplate considerably more
importance for this subject. They require that the
alternatives section “shall ... include appropriate
mitigation measures not already included in the proposed
action or alternatives,lt 40 CFR 5 1502.14(f), and that the
environmental consequences section must include a
discussion of “means to mitigate adverse environmental
impacts (if not fully covered [in the alternatives
section]) .“ ~. 5 1502.16(h).

The rarity of references to “mitigation” in the
alternatives and environmental consequences sections of the
Kensington DEIS raisee considerable doubt whether there has
been compliance with the cEQ rules. Although the DEIS
claims that “project descriptions contained in Chapter 2
[Alternatives] include mitigation measures which were
developed to limit the occurrence or severity of

M DEIS at 4-1, it is Often ‘otenvironmental impacts, _
aPParent whether or to what extent mitigation was actually
considered. Furthermore, the mitigation measures discussed
beginning at page 2-41 are so broadly or imprecisely
described it it difficult in many cases to determine how
they will relate to specific alternatives, or how they have
been implemented in specific alternatives. (For instance,
how has stream habitat loss been minimized, ~ at 2-43,
in the preferred alternative?) In other cases the
reference to mitigation is either ambiguous or reveals that
mitigation planning will be postponed until later stages of
project development.

For example, at page 2-3, the DEIS states:
I*Mitigation and environmental management aS well as
monitoring and control measures need to ensure that the
final actions conform to all other applicable laws relating
to the Forest Service activity.~t It ie misleading to
suggest that measures taken to ensure that a development
action complies with a specific statute or regulation (for
instance, that a discharge meets water quality
requirements, or that the Forest Servicets reclamation
requirements are met, See, e.q. DEIS at 2-47) constitute

93.3
Asstated inthe DEIS at page l-5, Agency Responsibility (Permits and
Approvals), an EISisdesigned toexplore project alternatives and discuss
relative environmental impacts. An EISmust discuss mitigation in sufficient
detail to predict the probability of success where the analysis of consequences
is dependent on mitigation. The permitting process gives individual agencies
theauthority togrant permits with requirements andconditions to eliminate
and/or mitigate adverse environmental impacts identified in the EIS.
Therefore, the mitigation measures in the EIS are more general in nature and
are intendedto control the magnitude ofan impact, suchas requiring
revegetation for reclamation. Design level mitigation, such as actual plant
species to be used and method of seeding, ismoreappropriate in the
permitting phase. Monitoring isusedto measure theeffectiveness of the
mitigation measures. The monitoring identified in the EISisnot intended asa
substitute for mitigation.
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‘mitigationItin the CEQ sense ot the term.
1508.20.

~ 40 CFR 5
This interpretation would render the CEQ

mitigation requirements a redundancy.

The term mitigation is used incorrectly in other
waye, for inetance, to include monitoring requirements or
standard engineering practices. See. e.q., Q~ at 2-47 to
-48; 3-40; 4-48. Monitoring is D& a form of mitigation,
under either the dictionary or CEQ definition of the term.
&.Q 40 CFR 5 1508.20 (CEQ definition). Monitoring (if
designed and conducted properly) simply provides
information concerning the magnitude and frequency of
impacta, or the effectiveness of a particular effort to
reduce impacte. It does nothing itself to avoid or
alleviate impacts, Monitoring w be related to a
mitigation program if it is predetermined that a particular
finding will trigger some action to lessen impecte.

Fourth, the DEIS is flawed by the lack of any
discussion of this facility’s contribution to global
warming or depletion of limited fossil fuel reserves.
Although these impacts may not have been usual components
of environmental impact statements in the past, they muet
begin to receive serious consideration. Continued lack of
attention to the additive environmental effects of all
foesil fuel-burning projects will only exacerbate
widespread problems such as global warming and acid
deposition and prolong the achievement of solutions to
those problems, It is no longer justifiable to rationalize
ignoring these impacts on the basis of insignificant
individual effect or uncertain scientific knowledge. ~W
40 CFR 5 1508.7 (definition of cumulative effect).

Fifth, the DEIS’S treatment of employee health and
eafety is too cursory. Experience at other mines provides
lessons concerning potentially significant employee health
and eafety hazards, such as expoeure to uneafe noise Ievele
and airborne toxlcante. Theee iesues are entirely
overlooked in the DEIS.

Sixth, the feasibility of cut and fill mining
(including backfilling dry taf.linge)needs to be further
evaluated. ee I)EISat 2-29 to -20. Thie option should
not be discounted if the principal objection to it is coet.
At least two of the reasons cited for not further
evaluating this option are eubject to queetion. First, the

93.4
Global warming is a relatively recent concept that is undergoing scientific
research. No conclusive evidence has been developed either proving or
disproving that it is occurring. Without conclusive scientific evidence
documenting global warming, it is beyond the scope of this HS.

93.5
Employee health and safety was not identified as an issue in the scoping
process, except in relation to transportation systems and mining methods.

93.6
Please see response no. 7.4.
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concern that the “extent of ore deposit at depth*’ is
**unknown,*BDEIS at 2-20, surely exists for all new minin9
operations. Yet cut and fill mining ~ being used at the
Greens Creek mine. Second, wsurface preparation ‘f

tailings for fill,’! ~., should not be a reason to
eliminate the cut and fill mining method, since all other
alternatives require nsurface preparation of tailin9s” as

well. On the other hand, the environmental advantages of
this mining method (less surface disturbance, no water
discharge or smaller discharge, etc.) are such that it
warrants more thorough evaluation that it has received.

And finally, NWF’S principal concerns over this
project relate to compliance with state and federal water
quality regulations. Rather than restate the questions and
concerns we have posed to the relevant regulatory agencies
(ADEC and EPA), however, we include with this letter copies
of our comment letters to those agencies regarding the
section 401 water quality certificate and draft section 402
permit. Those letters address such issues as the adequacy
of baseline water quality sampling, the selections of
applicable water quality standards, the need for and
justifiability of a mixing zone, and the adequacy of
monitoring and reporting requirements. We ask the Forest
Service to accept all comments contained therein that are
relevant to this DEIS. Where the DEIS raises additional
matters not addressed in those letters, we have commented
herein.

In addition to the comments included in those
letters, we offer these thoughts on the dry tailings
alternative (Alternative E). The alternative is decidedly
attractive in that it would avoid the necessity of a
potentially toxic discharge to Lynn Canal or other waters.
However, NWF has serious doubts, based on information
available in the DEIS (see id. at 4-21), about the
feasibility and reliability of thie technology and its use
in a high-precipitation area such as the RV project site.
The potential for both wind and water erosion, the
purportedly greater power requirements, the apparent
difficulty of dewatering tailings, the uncertainty of long-
term stability--these problems and others counsel the need
for caution.

.7[
A discussion of the Greens Creek mine’s dry

tailings system would have been useful for purposes of
evaluating the application of the technique at Kensington.
If it is determined that the wet tailings disposal

93.7
Chapter 40fthe FElS contains unexpanded comparison ofdry tailings versus
wet tailings.
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alternatives are unavailable because of an inability to
meat waker quality standards, this option will need to be
further evaluated.

\

The following page-by-page analysis contains our
detailed comments on the DEIS. All comments relate to the
preferred alternative unless otherwise stated.

s-3 The DEIS’S characterization of the No Action
alternative as “a reference point for describing the
effects of the alternatives, ,,~ at s-3, iS misleading.

It belittles an important part of the ElS--one of the
alternatives required by the Council on Environmental
Quality’a (CEQ) NEPA-implementing regulations. 40 CFR 5
1502.14(d). The no action alternative is not merely a
yardstick; it must be a legitimate choice available to the
decision makers. (The DEIS does acknowledge this later in
the document. ~ at 1-2 (“responsible official may
decide to: Adopt the No Action Alternative’’).) The goal of
the DEIS is to facilitate reasoned decision making.
Certainly, if the DEIS reveals that unacceptable,
unmitigable impacts would result from the development
alternative(s), responsible officials muet. have the option
of selecting the no action alternative.

We aleo fault the DEIS’S statement of the Purpose
and Need for Project (at l-l). This is one of the
principal parta of an EIS specified by the CEQ regulat~ons.
While the regulations require only a brief specification,
40 CFR 5 1502.13, the single sentence in the DEIS devoted
to thie topic hardly constitutes an explanation of the
Mneed!$ fcr a gold mine in thj.s particular location. (The
rest of this section has nothing to do with the purpose or
need for the project.) The obvious purpose of the project
ie to mine gold to make a profit for the owners. But
!lPurPosetl fS not equivalent to “need.” (If it were, the
use of both terms in the regulation would be redundant. )
Thus, the DEIS is lacking a statement of the fK@ for the
gold that would be produced by the Kensington mine. Ee
U comment for page 2-22 below.

NWF views this information ae critical to the
ultimate decision whether the Kensington Project should be
developed. An informed decision about this project--the

93.8

Chapter 20fthe FElS includee a discussion of water treatment
that was not included inthe DEIS.

93.9
Analysis of the No Action alternative “provides a benchmark, enabling decision
makers to compare the magnitude of environmental effects of the action
alternatives.” (46FR t8027) Although the No Action alternative is required by
NEPAitis notrequired tomeetthe test of reasonableness and may in fact, not
belegal or implementable. The No Action alternative, inthiscase, is
implementable but would require extraordinary measures including denying
theclaimants their rights under tha General Mining Law.

93.10
“The statement shall briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which
the agency is responding...’’(4O CFRt502.13) The agency lsresponding toa
development proposal from the Kensington Venture asstatedinthe FElS The
Forest Service is required by law to respond to private initiatives of this type.
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goal of the NEPA process--cannot be made unless costs and
benefits are thoroughly understood. Determining the
acceptability of the adverse (and uncertain) impacts of the
project can only be assessed against the background of
benefits and need--whether there is a need for gold (or for
another gold mine near Juneau) and, if so, the extent of
that need.

2-3 The DEIS reports that “detailed prescriptive
mitigation measureste will be included in KV*S oPeratin9
plan to be submitted to the Forest Service, “following
completion of the MEPk process.*’ This approach improperly
delays the consideration of mitigation required by the CEQ
rules, particularly in light of the lack of detail that
mitigation receives in the DEIS.

2-8 The DEIS states that alkaline chlorination ie the
~~most widely recognized* such process and the “best
available treatment process$’ for use at Kensington. Yet
Echo Bay Exploration’s choice for the A-J Mine was an
S02/air process. Neither DEIS explains the reason for its
respective choice, nor the environmental consequences of
the processes. For this discussion to be useful,
additional information is needed.

2-9 What assurance is there that a 270-foot dam will be
sufficient to contain all tailings genersted during
expected life of project? If more capacity becomes
necessary, can dam height be increased? Safely? or will
another tailings disposal site be required? This
possibility and the potential impacts should be addressed.
It is disingenuous to weigh the relative impacts of
alternative disposal sites if there is a foreseeable chance
that more than one of those sites will ultimately be
required for tailings disposal.

Experience at other mines demonstrates that tailings
pond capacity is often underestimated when mining plans are
formulated (e.g., Cominco’s Red Dog mine near Kotzebue; the
former Freeport Gold Companyts Independence mine near Elko,
NV) . In such an event, the only alternative generally is
to raise the tailings dam. Would that be a feasible option
here if the tailinqs pond capacity proves inadequate? What
additional impacts would result? The consequences in this
case of underestimating tailings storage needs could be
drastic and should receive careful consideration before
permits are issued.

93.11

Discussions of mitigation in the FEIS have been expanded to identify the
objectives to bemetin thedetailed design of mitigation in the Plan of
Operations. The discussion of mitigation inthe FEISisat alevelthat allowsa
reasoned judgment of effects. Please seeresponse 93.3.

93.12
Alkaline chlorination has been utilized for cyanide treatment longer than any
other process, particularly in the metal finishing and mining industries. It is
currently the most widely used method (by number of operations) of cyanide
treatment employed for mining/milling and metal plating process wastewater
treatment. Chapter 20f the FEISprovides arevised discussion of alternative
cyanide treatment methods.

The Kensington Venture evaluated, on a laboratory scale, the three most
common chemical processes forreducing the level of cyanide from milling
process. These include alkaline chlorination, the Degussa hydrogen peroxide
method, and the tNco S02and air process. Both alkaline chlorination and the
SOJair process resulted in the equivalent treatment effectiveness for cyanide
Ieached pulps (flotation concentrates). Hydrogen peroxide was successful in
treating the fiitered barren solution (carbon treated toremove gold and silver)
but could not be cost-effectively and successfully employed in the treatment of
thepulps duetothe reported catalyzed decomposition of the hydrogen
peroxide reagent.
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There is a discrepancy between the DEIS figure for
freeboard to be maintained (5 feet) and that cited by a
epokesman for Kensington Venture at a water quality
workshop in Juneau on August 9, 1991 (“40 feet of freeboard
in addition to probable maximum flood capacity!!). The W
officials figure clearly seems high; however, what is the
actual figure?

2-1o What is meant by a !Ivalved decant systemvr in the
discussion of how tailings pond water would be discharged
to Lynn Canal? This paragraph erroneously suggests that
~$undiverted runofft~ could somehow be separated from PrOceSs
wastewaters disposed of in the pond.

t

How was the drainage area above the impoundment
93% calculated?

9321

2-11 What assurance is there that bench scale and bulk
testing of the ore adequately characterizes its
metallurgical variability, for purposes of determining its
corrosivity, reactivity, EP toxicity, and for that matter,
the likely chemical composition of procees wastewater and
tailin9S pond effluent? It is misleading to suggest that
the discharge to Lynn Canal will consist only of llexcess
water accumulated in the tailings impoundment as a result
of net precipitation buildup.ll The discharge will consist
of surface runoff, mine drainage, and process wastewater.

2-22 The fact the “volume of concentrate8~ to be produced
Mdoes not warrant consideration by Smelters”

93.1$::~::~:~O~WFfS point that the K!@ for the gold produced
here has not been demonstrated and, indeed, is subject to
question.

2-48 The DEIs rationalizes the choice of underground
crushing/grinding on the bases of reduced noise impacts to
wildlife. Yet nothing ia stated here or elsewhere about
possible disadvantages of underground crushing/grinding.
Experience at other mince demonstrates it is extremely

93.19difficult to prevent water-dependent dust control devices
from plugging up with dust and grit or from becoming
disconnected, Even with operational controls in use, it
can be very difficult to keep ambient dust levele within
allowable employee exposure limits. How and where will the
air be exhaustsd? How often will air be exchanged? What

Because the alkaline chlorination process can result in the discharge of excess
free chlorine, most discharge permits require the removal of free chlorine prior
to discharge. Dechlorination would beaccomplished either by chemical
treatment or bynatural decay inthe tailings pond. Dechlorination is assumed
for all FEISalternatives using alkaline chlorination except Alternative B.

The free chlorine residual in the mill effluent should be relatively low since the
oxidation reaction is rapid. Chlorine residual intheopen tailings pond would
beexpected tocontinue toreact and decay. Unexpected decay rate ot a free
available chlorine isapproximately O.1 to0,2mg/l per sunlight hour, Other
processes such as aeration, oxidation and volatization would also be
responsible foreliminating free chlorine inthe pond effluent.

The by-products of chlorination have become an increasing concern in the
water and wastewater treatment industries where chlorine is extensively used
to disinfect raw and treated domestic water sources, or to provide final
disinfection to sewage effluent Based unavailable information, the potential
chlorine reachable organic compound concentration of the Kensington waste

material is very low.

93.13
The Sherman Creek tailings faciiity can be expanded to hold upto30 million
tons (DEISatpage 2-9). Current orereserve estimates are 10million tons and
could potentially expand to20 million tons. Thesite appears to have sufficient

expansion potential.

93.14
The minimum freeboard for containment of the probable maximum
precipitation event, used to design the tailings storage facility, is 12 feet
(Knight &Piesold,1990). F’lease seethe FEISfor additional discussion of
freeboard.

93.15
The system described consists of a decant structure designed to discharge
water from the surface of the retention pond, A valved decant is a structure
that can deregulated (opened orclosed) tohold or release water from the

pond depending on need.

Theexcess water would result from excess precipitation (rainfall minus
evaporation) entering the retention pond. Thewater discharged via the decant
system would bea mixture of runoff, process water, mine water and any other
waters that enter the pond.



93.16
Five sub-basin areas were used inthepeak flow modeling. The Ophir and
Ivanhoe Creek drainage, the upper Sherman Creek drainage, the South Fork

Sherman Creek drainage, the tailings dam (including the area upstream of the
impoundment and between the Upper Sherman and Ophir Creek drainages),
and the Lower Sherman Creek drainage, Additional detailed information is
available in the planning record. (See Kensington Venture, 1989).

93.17
The Kensington Venture study on ore variability (Kirkham, 1991) describes the
Kensington ore body as belonging to a category of mineral deposits known as
Mesothermal Gold-Quartz Veins. One characteristic of this mineralization is
the lack of zonation of the constituent metals, This lack of zoning typically
translates into homogeneous ore which does not greatly vary in its trace metal
content.

The milling process results in a mixed complex combination of effluents that

may vary individually, but together will average to produce uniform water
quality. Ore variability is not expeoted to cause significant modifications in the
daily operation of the mill or upon overall prooess water quality, The
concentrate tailings stream is batch treated and monitored prior to discharge
into the flotation tailings stream.

Excess tailings pond water is a specifically defined entity, The New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS) and EPA Permit Writer’s Guidelines define
excess tailings pond water generally as the water in a tailings pond that
remains after process water is recycled back to the mill, Another definition is

the difference between rainfall and evaporation after process recycling. The
NSPS accounts for commingled water and allows excess water to be
discharged as long as it complies with the State water quality standards. As
defined by EPA, excess water is commingled water.

93.18
The referenced statement refers to commercial smelting arrangements, not
world-wide economic demand for gold.

93.19 I
The underground grinding as well as the surface grinding proposals are
developed conceptually to assess the environmental impacts of each
alternative. All emissions are accounted for. The EIS does not review

mechanical design of the ventilation system. MSHA standards will be met or
the project will be subject to enforcement actions,

*
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about fugitive emissions from underground dust-generating

I

sources? Will t4SHA standards for employee exposure be met?
How?

A related, potentially important issue also receives
no attention in the DEIS. Now much silica (if any), in
particular crystalline silica, is expected to be present in
the ore and gangue? If the rock excavated contains ADy
crystalline silica (and the presence of quartz, ~ at 3-
3, indicates this is possible), RV must consider whether it
will be feasible to meet the extremely stringent exposure
limits for this highly toxic substance in the enclosed
environment of the mine and crushing/grinding area.
Exposure to respirable crystalline silica causes an
irreversible, deteriorating respiratory condition known as
Silicosis. It also aggravates other respiratory
conditions, and ite effects can be additive with those of
other respiratory irritants.

L
This raises another question: Tables 4-1 and 4-6

suggest that no additional TSP, Nox, or CO emiSSiOns are
expected from the exhaust portal as a result of moving the

p
grinding circuit underground. NWF doubte this ie a
realistic assumption. In reality, there should be a

G
substantial potential for indoor ambient dust

N 95,21
;once;trations exceeding permissible exposure levele. How
oes he Forest Service explain these numbers? in

addition, providing adequate ventilation will require
considerable engineering. If ventilation needs have not
been sufficiently analyzed, power requirements may also
have bean underestimated. The subjects of indoor air
quality and air emissions, particularly particulate
emissions, merit considerably more detailed discussion than
accorded by the DEIS.

3-2 There is a considerable difference between the
measured “average annual precipitation for the project
region$t--47.87 inches--and the eetimated “average annual

9321 rainfall at the Kensington Project eite$l--80 inchee. What
are the confidence limits on the project site estimate?
How can the public be aesured this figure has not been
padded to accommodate an excess discharge to Lynn Canal?
(The applicable EPA regulation limits the volume of the
discharge to, essentially, net precipitation on the
tailinge impoundment watershed.) &e_alSO DEIS at 3-8
(describing variability in project cite precipitation

93.20
The silica content of ore and gangue at the project site is extremely low
(Richins, 1991). MSHA has specific regulations regarding worker protection
from silica dust. Dust control and suppression equipment and respirators may
be needed in some work areas. MSHA will regularly inspect the project
throughout development and operations to ensure the project meets regulatory
compliance,

Factors that will reduce the levels of harmful gasses and particulate, including
crystalline silica include:

a baghouse and dust collection system at the crusher
water sprays on belt conveyors
ventilation air through the crusher (30,000 cubic feet per minute)
ventilation air supplied to the underground mine (400,0000ublc feet per
minute)
natural groundwater flows in the mine tend tokeeproadbads well
watered for dust suppression
routine monitoring of mine gasses by engineering and contractor’s
personnel
regular compliance inspections by MSHA
maintenance of complete monitoring records
ventilation flows directed so that heavily travelled major accesses to the
mine arein fresh air
maintenance shops and fuel storage areas independently ventilated,
with airflows directed to exhaust airways, to isolate the source of
potentially dangerous gasses

93.21

The grinding circuit that would be moved underground in the DEIS preferred
alternative consists of a totally wet semi-autogenous grinding (SAG) mill and a
wet ball mill, Because these operations are both thoroughly wet, particulate
emissions from the grinding mill would be negligible. The grinding would be
powered by the powerplant on the surface so there would be no additional
nitrous oxidesor carbon monoxide emissions from the exhaust portal if the
grinding circuit were located underground.

93,22
The average annual precipitation for the project region was obtained from
weather station at Eldred Rock (elevation 60 ft. MSL) in combination with
information from Water Resources Atlas, Forest Service-Region 10 (USDA
Forest Service, 1979) that provides means to estimate rainfall at higher
elevations using sea level data.
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Chapter 3, Surface Water Hydrology, Surface Water Quality in the FEIS
includes discussion of these concerns not included in the DEIS.

93.2

93.24
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estimates) . The estimated average annual evaporation
inches) must be accounted for in calculating net
precipitation for purpoees of limiting the discharge
volume.

(17.4

9327[

3-5 See comment for page 4-7 below.

3-11 What is meant bv ‘Ielevated$tconcentrations of
nitrates in surface anh ground waters in the project area?
Usually, this term indicates a man-caused condition. If
that is its intended meaning here, these concentrations
raise at least two concerns: (1) that there is a potential
for contamination of groundwater, even in the short term,
by activities conducted in the mine and possibly on the
surface in the project area; and (2) assuming the nitrate
contamination derived from ANFO epills by KV employees or
contractors, that KV hae a poor record of environmental
protection and self-monitoring. If ltelevated!~is not used
in this sense, to what does the Forest Service or KV
attribute the ~lhigh background*l nitrate levels?

Why is it “probablell that the cyanide levels
reported for Sherman and ophir Creek water samples were
“false readingslt? Cyanide is nearly ubiquitous in the
environment. These readings should not be discounted
because, if valid, they will be relevant to detecting the
occurrence of cyanide contamination of surface waters.

3-17 Water circulation in Lynn Canal is described as
l*continuous or at least frequent flushing.” How
significant is the difference between ‘<continuous’* and
tlfrequent@*flushing with respect to Water qualitY
predictions?

3-18 What is meant by the last sentence on this page,
continuing to 3-19? ll~ecoverable metals!! is not a ffwater

quality standard!! or ‘tcriteriontt in the technical,
regulatory sense. The 95 percent figure is also ambiguous.

3-25 @lLynn canal supports major commercial fisheries, with
salmon being the most notable.!)

3-36 What steps will be taken during construction to
avoid any disturbance to individuals of the sensitive
species, western paper birch?

93.24
Cyanide may be naturally occurring in the environment but is not found
normally in detectable quantities in natural streams. According to Hem,

“Chemical Characteristics of Natural Water”, 1970, “Nitrogen forms certain
complex inorganic ions (CN) that are probably not significant in natural
systems, butthey may enter water supplies through industrial waste disposal”.
No cyanide has been used at the project site to date, therefore cyanide could
not have been introduced into the ground water system. Positive cyanide
analyses are betieved to result from anal~lcal interference caused by high

nitrate concentrations, Inter Mountain Labs, cited in Spannangel (1991),
agreed “that it could be possible that the amount of nitrate of 10-40 mg/1
could be sufficient to result in some positive cyanide results”.

93.25
Additional discussion has been included Chapter 4 of the FEIS and in Kessler
and Vigers (1992), The critical factor is not frequency but rather rateof
flushing (i.e., receiving water renewal rate). If the rate at which the wastewater
constituent is flushed out of Lynn Canal is less than the rate at which it is
added, then there will be an increase in the background concentration over
time. The conclusion of the extreme worst-case assessment is that flushing is
sufficient to limit the projected background increase for all wastewater

contaminants to below measurable levels everywhere in Lynn Canal including
the suggested eddy re-circulation zone north of Pt. Sherman.

93.26
The 95 percent figure refers to the percentage of the seawater total recoverable
fraction that is in solution in the analytical sense, while “standard” was meant
to indicate that total recoverable isthe fraction that the EPAwaterquality
criteria generally refer to,

93.27
Western paper birch species isnot protected under any special authority, No
steps to save individual trees are contemplated,

The DEIS erred in describing western paper birch as a State sensitive species,

At present, the Alaska Natural Heritage Program has not finalized listing State
species. Alaska currently maintains a list only of species proposed for

consideration.

Once the State species list has been finalized, Forest Service regulations
regarding Plans of operation will require any such plan to address the impacts
to those species and provide appropriate mitigation. Given the rather
widespread distribution of western paper birch, it is the opinion of several
botanists familiar with this area that this species will not make the final list.
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3-39 The eingle paragraph describing what is known about
deer in this area epitomizes a recurring problem with the
wildlife data included in the DEIS. Such data are
generally cursory, speculative, and reflective of belated
efforts to undertake collection of baseline information.
The uncertainty illustrated in the statement, ‘}a small
Zesklenk [deer] population ~ occur in the vicinity of
Echo Cove on the east side of Berners Bay” (emphasis
added), reveals how marginal have been the efforta to
document occurrence and habitat use by local wildlife.

3-40 The DEIS discussion of mountain goat etudiee
demonstrate that data are being sought not to aid initial
decision making concerning whether the project should
proceed and, if eo, where facilities should be constructed,
but simply to provide some baseline information for use in
future monitoring. Yet the DEIS does not explain the
underlying purpoee of that monitoring nor how monitoring
data may be uses in the future.

3-43 Are Montana studies of wolverine the best
information available concerning wolverines in this area?
Are they even relevant?

3-46 The DEIS’S attitude toward threaten,ed/endangered
species ie excessively caeual. In particular, NWF is
concerned by the tacit suggestion that this project may go
forward in spite of the possibility that Lynn Canal may be
Man important area for humpback whale,” but in the absence

of any l~evaluationjtof uee by the whales.

-4-5 The description of Alternative D states that the
component unique to thie alternative ia the tailings pond
in Sweeny Creek. But Alternative D also encompasses
underground grinding, a feature that logically could affect
the emiesions from the exhaust portal. Yet the emiseione
tables for, e.g., Alternative B and D show no difference
in exhaust portal emiseions. If emissione are not
increasing, what are ambient levele in the underground
grinding area? What kinde of dust collection or other
control systeme are planned and what are their
efficiencies? See also comment re: page 2-48 above.

–4-7 According to the DEIS there have been 458 quakes
since mid-1970 within 200 km of the project cite, including
84 registering more than 3.5. The DEIS makes no

93.28
As required byCEQ guidelines, the emphasis of the wildlife sections was
placed on species of concern identified during the scoping process, Sitka
black-tailed deer were not identified as a species of concern during the
scoping process, and information on Sitka black-tailed deer was only provided
to indicate that this species does not occur in significant numbers on or near
the project area.

93,29
As indicated on DEIS page 3-38, numerous studies have documented
mountain goat habitat use in southeast Alaska, This knowledge, in conjunction
with a habitat capability model jointly developed by the Forest Service and

ADF&G, has been used to delineate mountain goat winter habitat in the vicinity
of the project area. Onsiteobservations of mountain goats and current ADF&G

monitoring of mountain goats have generally confirmed this delineation of
habitat, Continued monitoring will be used to further validate model
projections of habitat use and project related impacts, as indicated on DEIS
page 4-49.

Chapter 4 does analyze projected habitat loss and noise displacement impacts
based on the proximity of alternative development sites to suitable mountain
goat winter habitat.

93.30
The Montana study is one of the most comprehensive completed to date on
wolverine habitat utilization and movements. Similar studies have not been
conducted in southeast Alaska, Habitats within the Montana study area are
similar to those found within the Kensington area, and this study is, therefore,
relevant for describing general habitat use by wolverine.

93.31
The evaluation of the entire Lynn Canal as important feeding area would go
well beyond the scope required for the EIS analysis of this project, The DEIS
approach to threatened and endangered species has not been “excessively
casual, ” As required by Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, a biological
assessment was prepared for the Steller sea lion and the humpback whale and
is contained in Appendix H of the DEIS, The National Marine Fisheries Service,
in their review of the DEIS, suggested only minor revisions to the Biological
Assessment (see comment letter No. 86). The Biological Assessment was
revised basedon these suggestions and is contained as Appendix Bin the
FEIS.

93.32
Please see response no, 93.21
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predictions regarding probability of number or intensity of
earthquakes in the project area during the life of the
mine. Is the CSJ code criterion (6.5) for earthquake risk
(as was followed in the cass of ths A-J mine) applicable to
this facility? If so, is it an appropriate standard for a
potentially hazardous facility such as a tailings
impoundment?

It appears from the DEIS that the tailings dam would
be designed to withstand a 7.0 quake, but this seems an
inadequate safety margin for a potentially hazardous
facility in light of this area’s seismic risk. The mill
facility is located only 70 miles from the Fairweather
fault, the most active fault zone in North America.
Earthquakes up to 8.6 on the Richter Scale have occurred
within this fault zone. In fact, four earthquakes
registering 8 or greater, and 26 quakes measuring 6 or
greater, have occurred within the past approximately 100
years in this region. (NGDc (1990) data, cited in comments
of the Sockeye Society (dated Feb. 28, 1991) on Geddes
Resources Ltd.”s “Revieed Mine Plan: Stage I Environmental
and Socioeconomic Impact Assessment” for the proposed Windy
Craggy Mine in British Columbia). The Denali fault, also
in this general area, is also capable of producing a
seismic event of approximately 8.

Moreover, the DEIS discusses only a worst case
event; it does not discuss the likely effects on the
tailings impoundment of a seismic event of some lesser
magnitude. What may be the long-term risk to ground or
eurface waters, for inetance, from small fractures in the
dam, or seismically enhanced seepage through the dam or
bottom of the impoundment?

4-15 The DEIS states that a 120:1 dilution is needed to
reduce lead levels in the discharge to the acute toxicity
criterion, but the Fact Sheet accompanying the draft NPDES
permit states that the available dilution ie 100, and the
DEIS at 4-26 references a “minimum dilution of 85 ... to
required to achieve ambient water quality criteria.lf can
these discrepancies be explained? Also how will the lead
concentration be further reduced to the chronic toxicity
criterion, or to the water quality standard if that is a
etill lower number?

4-18 In the statement “sediment pond water would be
treated and discharged, 88does the Forest Service mean that

93.33

The DEIS included a deterministic evaluation based on empirical seismic
parameters including the absence of mapped active faults in the area, seismic
activity within a 200 km radius of the project site, proximity to known active
fauits and tectonic zones (i,e., Fairweather and Denalifaults) and the

evaluation of random or “floating” earthquake sources.

Extensive empirical seismic data collected worldwide has provided reliable
comparisons between earthquake energy (magnitude, acceleration, period,

etc.) and distance. Earthquake attenuation curves developed for both bedrock
and soil conditions (Seed and Idriss, 1982) indicate significant attenuation of
earthquake energy from the zone of energy release or epicenter over distance.

Therefore, the bedrock acceleration for large earthquakes which have occurred

on existing fault system8 (Fairweather, Denali, Queen Charlotte) significantly
attenuate over distance. A comparison of earthquake accelerations for the
Kensington project indicate the floating earthquake located 15 km. from the
site will result in the greatest potential acceleration.

93.34

There should beno effect on the dam from seismic events smaller than the
design earthquake.

93.35

Chapter 4,Surface Water Hydrology, Mill and Tailings Effluent Characteristics
of the FEIS, has been revised to address this concern.

93.36

We are unable to locate the passage you quote from DEIS page 4-18 so we
cannot specifically respond to the question. Please note, however, that the
treatment proposed for the Kensington project effluent is discussed in FEIS
Chapters 2and4.
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such water would undergo some form of treatment in addition
to settling in the tailings pond, or settling alone, prior
to discharge?

4-19 NWF is concerned about the plan to reroute Sherman
and Ophir Creeks back through the tailings pond after mine
closure. (Although we note that at page 4-39 the DEIS
states that Ophir Creek would remain in its diversion
channel.) At woret, this could result in the elow leaching
and resuspension and traneport downstream of toxic
sediments that the tailings pond had initially removed (via
the settling process) from process and mine wastewaters.
This process might continue indefinitely--a steady, if
elow, trickle of toxics into Lynn Canal. At best, we
simply can’t predict what would happen to the 30 million
tons (or more) of waste rock, including heavy metals,
deposited in the tailinge pond. The plan seems illogical,
to say the least.

The reference to a 5:1 dilution ratio needed to
reduce toxic concentrations (copper, specifically) to acute
criteria levels in the event of a ‘Jworstcasei!spill is
drastically different than the 120:1 ratio cited for lead
on p. 4-15. Now can this discrepancy be reconciled?

We are also disturbed by the suggestion that there
will be little or no reclamation of the tailings pond and
new stream channele after mine closure (see, e.g. ,
references to headcutting, erosion, increaeed
sedimentation, etc.). The project should not proceed until
there are guarantees that reclamation will take place and
that there will be continuing monitoring (indefinitely, if
necessary) to ensure its effectiveness.

‘4-21 NWF is mystified by the DEIS conclusion that
Kensington and the Jualin mine, if developed, would have no
cumulative impacts on water quality. The close proximity
of these projects, the likelihood that Jualin would also
require a tailings pond and would request a mixing zone,
and that it might directly impact streams or other surface
waters guarantee that there will be cumulative impacts.
The DEIS writers may assume that impact zones need to
overlap geographically to be cumulative, This is certainly
not the case. Mixing zones are a good example of the folly
of such an interpretation of ‘Icumulative.tlMixing zones
are required by state law to be ae small as practicable.

93.37
The referenced statement about Ophir Creek remaining in the diversion
channel was incorrect inthe DEIS and has been changed in the FEIS, The
reclaimed stream channels would be designed to minimize the possibility of
re-suspending sediments from the tailings pond (see response no,86,8),

Leachability tests indicate that the roc~ is not susceptible to high rates of
leaching.

93.38
The accidental spills section of Chapter 4 has been re-written. Dilution
calculations have been removed from the discussion because they obscure the

issue; if the tailings pond effluent line breaks and discharges to area streams,
acute toxic concentrations could be expected in some portion of the stream.

93.39
Please see response no. 7.5,

93.40
There is only one operating mine, Greens Creek, near Juneau atthis time. All
other projects (except the AJ Project and possibly Jualin Project) are in the
early development stages and are not expected to be developed during the life
of the Kensington operation. For more information on other exploration
projects in the area please see pages 1-4, 1-5 and Appendix B of the DEIS,

When looking for other reasonably foreseeable future actions the ID Team did
not restrict itself to mineral development. Your letter does not identify any
other reasonably foreseeable developments that have not been accounted for
in the EIS.

The mixing zone(s) would beat least 10or more miles apart in the aquatic
environment. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time (4o CFR
1508.7). Since these zones will undoubtedly be small, as required by 18 AAC
70.032(d), wefind that although they would be additive, they would notbe

expected to constitute significant cumulative impairment of the aquatic habitat
in Lynn Canal,
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18 AAC 70.032(d). The presence of more than one mixing

zone in a relatively small area (Kensington~s and Jualin’s
portals are only two miles apart), whether they overlap or
not, increases the volume of aquatic habitat significantly
impacted by pollution. Each mixing zone further rsduces
the availability of unimpaired habitat. These impacts are
lrincremental,*, ~~ 40 CFR s 1508.7, thus unquestionably
“cumulative. 11 This faulty conclusion about cumulative
surface water quality impacts indicates that all
discussions of cumulative effects in the DEIS may need to
be revisited.

Cumulative impacts should be considered with respect
to the type of impact (e.g., air quality, water quality,
solid waste generation, habitat 10SS, etc.) and all other

existing or reasonably foreseeable facilities that have or
may have additive effects. The CEQ regulations define
cumulative impact as ‘*the impact on the environment which
results from the incremental impact of the action when
added to other Dast, present, a~d reasonable foreseeable
future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-
Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant actions taking place over a period
of time.*l 40 CFR s 1508.7 (emphasis added). There is no
justification for limiting the scope of consideration to
mines, let alone only one or two other mines. See, e~,
the document *aMines Located in the Juneau Area,r* prepared
by Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation and
included in a letter dated Feb. 22, lg89, from Dennis Kelso
to Representative Fran Ulmer. That report lists six mines
in addition to A-J, IIin the Juneau area, 1Sand ten other
mines and mining locations in southeast Alaska and nearby
British Columbia.

4-22 NWF seriously questions whether sufficient samples
were tested to adequately determine the acid-generating
potential of mine drainage. The wide range in sulfate
concentration in the few samples analyzed and the absence
of data (in the DEIS, at least) explaining the relatively
consistent pH values suggest that additional samples should
be examined. The same is true of the need for testing the
metals composition of mine drainage. Will the post-mining
discharge require an NPDES permit? If not, what agency
will be responsible for ensuring that water quality
standards are met? Will the discharge be routed through

93.41

The acid-generating potential for several waste rock, ore, and tailings samples

were analyzed. Column leach tests conducted on ore samples indicated a low
acid generation potential.

According to documented instances of acidification of mine spoil materials,

acidification is a very rapid process with most of the oxidization occurring
within a few months exposure of the materials to the atmosphere. The lack of
any evidence of acidification in either fresh or 60 year old ore and waste rock
samples analyzed (see DEIS Appendix Table D4) indicates that acidification is
not occurring and that additional sampling would be unnecessary. The
consistency of the pH values of waste rock, ore, and tailings samples are
discussed in the Soils Technical Repor7 fix the Kensington Venture Gold Mine
Project (IME, 1991a, as cited in the FEIS),

Additional evidence that indicates an absence of acid-generating materials was
obtained from the settling ponds (Station t 01 ) immediately below the lower
mine adit and other surface water sampling sites (Stations 109 and 107) on

Sherman Creek below the area of mine waste rock ore. Water quality data
from these stations, which have been monitored since 1988, contain no

evidence of acid mine drainage from existing mine and exploration
disturbance sites (see DEIS Appendix Table D2-3). The pH values measured
for Ophir Creek (DEIS Appendix Table D2-4) and Sweeny Creek (DEIS
Appendix Table 02-5) drainages, in which no mine disturbance has occurred,

are virtually identical to those obtained for Sherman Creek. Finally, monitoring
of mine water discharge from the upper and Iower adits (DEIS Appendix
Tables D2-7 and D2-8) has shown no change in pt+, indicating that little
oxidization of the reactive sulfur in mine rock materials is occurring,

Metals composition in mine drainage are described by two monitoring
stations; #101, settling ponds measuring flow from the 800footlevel adit and
#108, the2000foot Ievel adit.

93.42
Undercurrent regulation the NPDES Permit would be vacated after mine
closure provided EPA is satisfied that applicable water quality criteria are met,
Post mining mine water discharge would be routed to the surface water
system via Ophir Creek, The Kensington Venture would be held responsible
until reclamation monitoring demonstrates the water quality standards are
being met.
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the tailinge pond and existing outfall? Will it be
monitored? By whom? Problems resulting from mine drainage
in other locations have demonstrated that some entity
should be responsible for continuously monitoring the
discharge from the Kensington nine.

4-25 See also comment for page 4-21 above. we questiion
the l’no cumulative impact” conclusion with reepect to
groundwater. If there is a potential for pollution of the
groundwater by each mine, and such potential surely exists,
there is accordingly a potential for cumulative impacts.
Furthermore, the statement that “the only potential” for
cumulative impacts would occur if underground workings came
within one mile of each other (whereas Kensington and
Jualin are two miles apart) smacks of arbitrariness.

4-26 EPA’s ocean discharge criteria are irrelevant to the
wv Project’s proposed discharge. The reference to them
here only confuees the mixing zone issue. See also comment
at page 4-15 above concerning dilution ratios.

4-27 Will the expected reduction in the volume of the
tailings pond diecharge (presumably reeulting in increaeed
concentrations of pollutants) during the winter combine
with reduced mixing/flushing in Lynn Canal to exacerbate
the water quality impacte? Have these factors been
considered in the aggregate in mixing zone calculations?

‘4-28 NWF raieed this point in its separate water quality
comments, but it bears repeating here: The fact that TSS
could not be predicted is a source of considerable concern.
This caets doubt on all predictions of tailings and
tailinge pond effluent quality, and thus on water quality
permitting decisions, How can metals concentrations be
projected if there is no certainty what TSS levels will be?
How can the company or the regulatory agencies determine
what treatment will be necessary or whether treatment will
be adequate to meet water quality standarde? These
questions - be answered before the DEIS is finalized and
before water quality permitting proceede.

4-29 On what do the DEIS writers base their conclusion
that “NO deleterious effects to the marine environment are
expected!! if the NSPS standards for TSS (20 mg/1 and 30
mg/1) are achieved? This conclusion seems directly at odds
with the information that larval herring feeding rates were

93.43
Mining plans for the Jualin Mine are not available and, therefore, it is difficult
to address the cumulative impacts, If the underground workingsof the Jualin
and Kensington mines would come within one mile or less of each other there
would be a potential for zones of influence (from the drainage of the respective
mines) to converge and cumulative impacts to occur, The distance of one
mile required for convergence of the zones of influence from the Kensington
and Jualin mines was calculated using the Sichard equation (Maximov, 1975).

93.44
EPA ocean discharge criteria cannot be considered irrelevant to the discharge
water quality and mixing zone issue because one definition of mixing zone is
found in these regulations. These regulations are the regulatory basis for
considering a mixing zone at the Kensington Project.

93.45
Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS for a discussion of this issue and to Kessler and
Vigers (1992) for the supporting technical discussion. Worst case dilution
requirements were used throughout the calculations in part by assuming no
pre-dilution from tailings pond runoff or other freshwater sources. This is
equivalent to assuming that wintertime conditions occur throughout the year,
Any seasonal changes in wastewater discharge volume would further reduoe
the predicted end-of-pipe wastewater constituent concentrations. Since
different factors in the initial mixing process become limiting at different times
of the year, no similar single worst case approach could be used 10 simplify
prediction of achieved dilution, so the seasonal range of relevant conditions
was evaluated in detail, In the winter/spring, when water column stratification
isat its lowest, trapping depth ofthe buoyant discharge plume isthe limiting

factor while in the summer/fall, when stratification is high, achieved dilution is
the limiting factor. This seasonal analysis shows that when dilution is limiting,

dilution achieved at the edge of the initial mixing zone remains sufficient to
reduce all wastewater constituent concentrations to below State and federal

ambient standards, whilewhen trapping depth is limiting, the discharge plume
is predicted to remain below the near-surface (i.e., < 20 m) waters of the water
column.

93.46
The absence of a discussion on wastewater total suspended solids impact was
an oversight in the DEIS which has been corrected in the FEIS (see Chapter 4).

93.47
The NSPSfor TSS are ’’imthe-pipe’’s tankards, and effluent atthe point of entry
into Lynn Canal would be not be allowed to exceed those limitations. AS
described in the FEIS, dilution would occur very rapidly. Within 15 meters
from the pipe, all receiving water standards would be met. See FEIS Chapter
4.
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Iaffected by exposure to 20 mg/1 of suspended silt. Also,
what is the, Alaska standard for TSS?

[

How are DEIS readers expected to interpret the

93.43 fin ormation in Table 4-11, which reports effluent
concentrations in terms of total recoverable metals and
ambient criteria in total dissolved levels?

4-31 &?.!!!dO “location and operation of the diffuser!,
render the potential for bioaccumulation of metals
llnegligiblell? Conclusory statements such as this are of no
use in judging the analysis of impacts. Also, assessing
the potential biological impact of metals from KV’S
OperationS as “Significantly lessll than the ‘tsevere case of

93.49 ‘eavy~~ta,effects” at Skagway is hardly reassuring. Even
under ‘Worst cas~~* conditions, however, that term is

defined, Kv~s operations must at all times comply with
water quality standards. Both the uses portion of Alaska~s
standards and the numeric aspect (0.01 times the LC50 value
for sensitive species), if enforced, will ensure that what
happened at Skagway will not happen here. The implication
here that effects could occur but would be less severe than
at Skagway is unacceptable.

9350

4-32 Has the concern over the potential, for
biomagnification diminished in the short time since the A-J
Mine DEIS was prepared, or is it simply that the
interpretation of the available literature on the subject
differs between the two DEIS’S? The Kensington EIS states
flatly that *~very few studies have ehown that the process
[biomagnification] occurs with heavy metals.$t The A-J
Mine DEIS~s conclusion is less broad. It states that there
is little evidence of biomagnification of metalS in mi.m!?
waters. Which conclusion is correct? NWF believes a more
thorough assessment of thie very important topic is
warranted.
.

Have the additive effects of copper and zinc been
considered in determining what water quality standards
should apply to this facilj.ty? What about the additive or
synergistic effects of other (or all) metals in the
proposed discharge? Alaska water quality standards require
such consideration.

The discussion of potential impacts to fisheries
overlooks the impact on market demand for salmon caught

The State of Alaska has no specified standard for TSS, It does have a
standard for turbidity, which is not directly comparable to TSS. The EPA
regulates TSS for projects like the one being proposed through the NPDES
permitting process. The NPDES new source performance standards for TSS
are30mg/ldailymaximum and20mg/lmonthlyaverage. See Appendix D.

93.48
Pages 3-18 and 3-19 of the DEIS clarify this matter: Dissolved metal
concentrations in seawater typical of the open waters of Lynn Canal are within
95 percent of total recoverable metal levels, which are used for setting water
quality standards. This difference is negligible at the concentrations being
projected. The table footnotes point out this minor difference to assure

technical completeness.

93.49
a) The sentence being referred to reads in its entirety: “The potential for
heavy metal bioaccumulation within organisms in the intertidal community
near the proposed project is expected to be negligible given the location and
operation of the diffuser, ”

This statement refers to the negligible potential that any material in the effluent
would enter the intertidal zone due to depth of the discharge and plume
behavior given oceanographic conditions. This matter was discussed in some
detail in the DEIS, and is expanded upon in the FEIS (see Chapter 4). Kessler
and Vtgers (1992) recently issued a detailed report describing the likely extent
of deposition in the project area and the potential for bioaccumulation, The
important point related to this comment is that the intertidal community will
not be affected bythe effluent.

b) The discussion of Skagway Harbor is intended to demonstrate two points.
First, bloaccumulation was not detectable in mobile animals at Skagway, a
severe case of heavy metal deposition, indicating that the potential at
Kensington would be negligible for similar types of organisms, Second, worst
case impacts to sedentary animals like polychaetes in the immediate vicinity of
the Kensington outfall would be significantly less than those observed at
Skagway. This second point isexpanded upon in the FEISto clarify the
expected extent of impact to non-mobile animals (see FEIS Chapter 4),
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I from this area that knowledge of the toxic discharges into
Lynn Canal may have on consumers. The demand for “wild
salmonll could be drastically affected if consumers lose
confidence in the quality of the fish. This point was
raised at the August 9 public hearing in Juneau and muet be
addressed by the responsible agencies. Thus, the DEIS’S
conclusion, WFJO impacts are expected to the fisheries,” is
unwarranted at this time.

The disadvantages of increasing the use of chlorine

9342’ ~::::r:; ;::::;:$,or,ne ,n,heeff~”ent..~h~u~d be
- , ., the potential adverse side

addressed.

4-33 The recent oil spill at the Kensington mine is cause
for concern and warrants some explanation. In addition, it

93.!3 w companies, environmental records.
establishes a need for some discussion in the DEIS of the

4-37 NWF is eeriously concerned about the potential for
draetic effects on aquatic life in the event of certain
spill events, such as a release of the contents of one bin
of sodium cyanide or a rupture OE the tailings discharge

93*
pipeline and release into Sherman Creek. Either of these
events could easily occur. There is little or no

p discussion in the DEIS of their likelihood or what steps
would be taken to reduce the probabilities.

G
o 4-38 What effect on the tailings pond’s ability to

accommodate flood waters from the portion of the watershed

93,5L
contributing to the pond would the divereion of **flows in
excess of the 25-year flood eventtl from the upper Sherman
Creek drainage have? Such diversion must not impair the
ability of the facility to comply with 40 CFR 5
440.104(b)(2), -.131(b).

4-40 See comments for page 4-21 above concerning
cumulative effects. The DEIS minimizee the significance of
potential cumulative effects by the use of two ploys: (1)
comparing cumulative impacts to anadromous Dolly Varden to
the more significant impacts to resident fish (all of which93.% will die due to stream dewatering) , and (2) considering
only population impacts, and not habitat impacts. Any
discussion of cumulative impacts on freshwater resources
must encompass impacts to habitat. The DEIS should
consider that both the A-.3 mine and now Kensington propose

93.50
Interpretations of literature are essentially the same in the two draft
documents, The reader is correct inthatthe AJ document is less broad, butit

is still consistent with statements in the Kensington DEIS. A recent report by
Kessler and Vigers (1992) on the potential for biomagnification due to the
Kensington project also concluded that risks due to this process would be
minimal and virtually non-existent.

93.51
The determination of water quality standards is outside the scope of the EIS.
Standards to be applied to the proposed facility are established through the
NPDES permitting process, Typically, that process utilizes water quality criteria
for metals without considering additive or synergistic effects per se. Provisions
of the permit would require bioassay tests to determine toxicity of the actual
effluent. Procedures used for determining water quality criteria (EPA, 1986)
provide for various safety margins; these are expected to offset any additive
effects of various constituents that occur together in an effluent.

Consideration was given to additive effects of various metals in the EIS
analysis. It is known that the toxicities of some metals are additive at certain
concentrations, as can occur when copper and zinc occur together (see, for

example, Sprague and Ramsay 1965).

By adding the toxicities of those metals whose concentrations are projected to
be above detection limits in the Kensington effluent, the estimated combined

toxicity would be less than the marine chronic water quality criterion within 20
meters of the outfall (at an outfall depth of 100 meters).

The toxicities of cyanide and metals are not simply additive due primarily to
the formation of metallocyanides with some metals, Iron cyanides, for
example, are expected to comprise a significant amount of the total cyanide in
the discharge, yet this substance is both relatively stable and of low toxicity
(Doudoroff 1976). Iron cyanides discharged at a relatively deep depth, as
proposed for Lynn Canal, would not be expected to undergo any
photodegradation, which can cause a release of free cyanide, When
considering these types of metal cyanide interactions, it is very likely that the
result would be less than additive in the case of the Kensington discharge,

The presence of several metals in the discharge will likely also affect the
potential for bioaccumulation. Mance (1987) reported that the majority of
existing studies indicates that interactions between metals tend to reduce
rather than increase the uptake of metals by organisms,

93.52
Please see response no, 93,12,

93.53
Please see response no. 83.1,
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to destroy freshwater stream habitat and the Dolly Varden
populations resident therein. The Jualin Mine is likely to
be developed and would probably similarly impact another
stream. Similar impacts may be expected for other (perhaps
all) reasonably foreseeable mine projects in the region.
These incremental (cumulative) impacts must be considered.

4-42 What kind of protection, if any, is afforded to
*#threatened and endangeredll plant SpSCies, if it is
allowable to !Cdestroylj~taproximately six populations” of
one such species? Indeed, what purpose is served by
identifying the occurrence of individuals of such species
other than to document their imminent demise? What is the
significance of the loss of “approximately six populations”
of western paper birch? NWF disapproves the DEIS’S
cavalier approach to this subject.

4-43 The DEIS limits the discussion of wetlands impacts
to a ranking of wetlands values in the project area and an
outline of federal policy concerning wetlands mitigation,
followed by one paragraph of lost acres/board feet figures
per each alternative. The reader has no way to judge the
adequacy of the ranking system or its application in this
cass, nor can the reader aesess how or whether the system
will bear on mitigation requirements. Postponing the
development of mitigation measures to the final reclamation
plan precludes public comment, and further limits the
information available to decision makers now, before
resources have been perhaps irretrievably committed.
Although Forest Service regulations require that the
operator post a bond to cover reclamation costs, without a
more thorough discussion of reclamation needs, feasibility,
etc., there is little of substance concerning wetlands on
which to comment at thie stage of planning.

4-44 Why is the estimate of cumulative effects limited to
consideration of Kensington and possible future “projectst’?
What about existing developments in the region? Again, the
DEIS’S approach to this inquiry is misguided.

4-46 The discussion of wildlife impacts raises a number
of concerns, especially with regard to mountain goats, but
contains too little explanation of the analytical methode
to enable informed comments. In particular, better
explanation of HSI values and a discussion of how to
interpret impact predictions are needed. Do the reduction

93.54

Please see the discussion on material spills on pages 4-17 to 4-18, 4-19, 4-21
(2 places), 4-33, 4-37 and 4-72 in the DEIS. This discussion has been carried
over to the FEIS.

93.55

The referenced CFR citation requires that the impoundment be ’’designed,
constructed and maintained to contain the maximum volume of wastewater
which would be generated by the facility during a 24-hour period without an
increase in volume of wastewater resulting from a 10-year, 24-hour
precipitation event”. The tailings impoundment was designed forthe PMF
from the undiverted drainage area and the volume in excess of the 25-year, 24-

hour event on the Upper Sherman Creek drainage up to, and including the
PMF. These design flows are substantially greater than required inthe CFR.

93.56
A discussion of the cumulative impact from these projects to freshwater fish
habitat and associated populations has been added to the FEIS (see Chapter
4),

93.57

Please see response no. 92.28.

93.58
Tables 4-16 and 4-17 (DEIS page 4-43) summarize acres of wetlands lost and
relative importance of wetlands lost by each alternative. The purpose of the
board-feet of timber lost estimates for each alternative has no direct bearing
on the assessment of wetland impacts and has apparently led to confusion.

The references describing the methodologies and adequacy of the wetland
ranking system are provided on DEIS page 3-34 and 3-36. The results of the
functional analysis by plant association are found in DEIS Appendix Table D4-
11. These items are explained in more detail in the Jurisdictiorra/ Wetland
Determination for the Kensington Venture Go/d Mine Project (IME, 1991 b, as
cited in the FEIS). This is the most site-specific ranking system available for
this area and is recommended by the Corps of Engineers and EPA for
evaluating wetlands impacts, Since wetland functional values cannot be
strictly defined in terms of acreage, the Wetland Importance Value was
assigned to give small wetland areas with higher functional values more
importance in the evaluation process.
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The HSI models were developed jointly between Forest Service and ADF&G
biologists and represent the current “state-of-the-art” in our predictive modeling
capabilities.

Mrr. Kenneth Mitchell
August 28, 1991
page 1S

factors cited (0.5, 0.3, etc.) correspond to percentages?
If not, what doee a reduction of, for example, 0.5 mean
without reference to the pre-impact HSI value? On what
basic were the disturbance zone radii selected? Do HSI
values reflect only the habitat use impact resulting from
noise disturbance? If eo, was there any effort to evaluate
the overall effect of direct habitat loss (loss of food,
cover, denning sites, etc.) as well as indirect impacts on
habitat or habitat use? Hae the Alaska Department of Fish
-approved this application of the HSI system?

4-4s The DEIS essentially admits that impacts on mountain
qoate cannot be predicted because there were few baseline
data, and because data that did exist are not being borne
out by initial field studies. According to the DEIS field
studies began in 1990, but a WV spokesman at the August 9
workshop in Juneau stated that the summer of 1991 was the
first season of a 3-year study. When asked what is the
purpose of studying mountain goats, given that no data
would be available for decision-making purposes, the
official answered ‘Ifor monitoring.ev NWF now aeks the
Forest Service the came question. Is this just another
sacrifice area, where studies are initiated at the time of,
or shortly before, the onset of development activities, and
the effects of construction and operation. on wildlife are
simply documented? Ostensibly such studies are intended in
part to produce data that may be used to aid in predictions
of impacts of future project proposals. But in reality,
they are seldom applicable to later projecte (or project
proponents argue they are irrelevant), or there are no
baseline data for the new area upon which to base
predictions. Indeed, these studies are often useless even
for purpoeee of documenting impacts at the site where they
are conducted, because sketchy baseline data do not allow
comparisons or conclueione. Furthermore, DEIS readere have
no way of knowing what sort of studies is planned and thus
what information would be obtained thereby.

Mountain goats will be one of the casualties of the
A-.3 mine development and it appears they will be impacted
similarly by the KV project. According to area biologist
John Palmes, Alaska Department of Fieh & Game, mountain
goats are much more apt to become increasingly sensitive to
noiee than to ‘~habituate” to it. Construction activities
are likely to cause range abandonment. w Letter to James
M. Montgomery Consulting Engineers, Feb. 19, 1991 (in BLM’s

As summarized on DEIS page 4-43, the mitigation process includes several
types of actions. In this evaluation, potential jurisdictional wetlands were
identified so the proposed impacts with each alternative could be avoided or
minimized. The DEIS indicates that mitigation in the form of restoration or
replacement would be required as part of the final reclamation plan.
N~cessarily, this plan cannot be prepared until a preferred alternative is
selected and the Record of Decision is signed. The final determination of the
extent of wetland mitigation required falls under the provisions of Section 404
of the Clean Water Act as administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

The Memorandum of Agreement between the EPA and the Corps of Engineers
concerning the determination of mitigation under the Clean Water Act, Section

404 is consistent with the President’s goal of no overall net loss of wetlands.
However, for clarification, the Corps of Engineers does not have “no net loss”
procedures. If mitigation is found to be practicable, appropriate, and
warranted, the Corps would require mitigation for wetland losses,

93.59
Cumulative effects estimates were not limited to considerations of future
impacts only, The discussion of cumulative effects centers on future
developments since past effects are already documented in the baseline data
collection.

93.60
HSI values are based on the ability of a particular habitat to provide the known
life history requirements of a given species. As indicated on Figures 3-23 and
3-24 in the DEIS (pages 3-39and3-41), HSl valuescan range from Otol, with
1 representing habitat of highest value and O representing habitat of no value
for a given species, The reduction factors of 0.5 and 0.3 for mountain goat
and 0.4 and 0.2 for black bear represent the percentage of total HSI value (O-1)
which were subtracted from existing condition HSI values to project impacts
associated with noise. The disturbance zorw Iadii and reduction factors were
projected based on a coordinated Forest SeI .lce and ADF&G biologist review
of existing literature and HSI model information related to disturbance

distances.

Table 4-19 in the DEIS (pg 4-48) shows total available habitat and habitat
capability (in terms of number of animals) for mountain goat and black bear

prior to and after the effects of noise are evaluated for each action alternative.
Table 4-18 shows the amount of habitat lost to direct habitat disturbance for
Management Indicator Species.
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A-J Mine files). According to Palmes, the evidence
issue is not *’inconclusivett as it was characterized
A-J Mine DEIs. The Kensington DEIS cannot disguise
extent of impacts on qoats and other s~ecies bv ite

on this
in the
the
1ip

service to f;eld studjes, validating m;del pre~ictions, and
future monitoring. Eefi-als$$Appendix A, Part D. NWF
object to allowing project development to proceed absent
adequate baseline information and reliable estimates of
effects. We object even more strenuously to the notion
that development may proceed in the face of unknown but
probable impacts as long as someone will be documenting
them for posterity. This is counter to the purpose of an
EIS .

The estimates of lost black bear and mountain goat
habitat are quite substantial, yet the DEIS makes no
qualitative judgment about these impacts. }fow are decision
makers to evaluate these figures or weigh them along with
other impacts against purported project benefits? (The
same comment/question could be raised with respect to
nearly every impact described in the DEIS.) And what
attempt will be made to mitigate impacts on these species?

4-52 How will KV assure that process variations or
fluctuation in mill operating conditions. will not result
in cyanide levels that pose a risk to birds and other
wildlife that use the tailings pond? Q. the experiences
of gold mines/mills in other parts of the country, e.g. ,
Echo Bay operation in Nevada.

NWF is concerned that noise impacts to wildlife
(from mine and mill operation, helicopter and barge
traffic, etc.) have not been adequately assessed.

4-55 Impacts on recreation are understated. It cannot be
doubted that there will be increased demand for recreation
~PPOrtunities as a result of the Kensington-related
population increase in the Juneau-llaines area. The DEIS
ioes not adequately examine the likelihood that
recreational uee of the general project site area will
increase due to Kensington employees combining weekend
recreational activities with their regular work schedules.

NWF disputes the assumption on this paqe that
resident hunting and fishing pressure would likely increase
~n proportion to the project-induced population increase.

93.61

The DEIS states on page 4-45thatpredictions of impacts to wildlife are difficult
to make since accurate information on wildlife population numbers is often
impossible to obtain. Even if accurate population estimates are obtainable,
observations of changes in populations may not necessarily be attributable to
disturbance factors since other factors such as habitat and range conditions,
nutritional value of available food, weather, disease, and natural cyclical
population variations may also have an effect. Because of the inherent
problems associated with impact projections from inferred or observed
population changes, the Forest Service has utilized a habitat approach to
impact assessment. The habitat preferences of mountain goats in southeast
Alaska have been well documented (see Fox et al., 1983).

Initial habitat utilization studies for mountain goat were initiated in the spring of
1990. ADF&G’s 3-year radio-collar monitoring study was started inthe fallof
1990.

The Forest Service does not consider the project site another “sacrifice” area.
The effect of mine development on mountain goats is one of the principal
wildlife concerns associated with the Kensington Project.

Since this type of development has never been studied in proximity to a
mountain goat population in southeast Alaska habitats, the results of the
monitoring will be used to validate the modeled predictions of habitat
utilization and projected impacts. The ADF&G studies will have collected over
a year’s worth of monitoring data (including two winter seasons) prior to mine
development. In addition to the ongoing ADF&G studies, the Forest Service
has initiated onsite monitoring of mountain goat responses to mineral
exploration and other activities at the Kensington and the Jualin sites. Results
of the ADF&G and Forest Service studies will be used to refine impact
projections and determine appropriate mitigation measures, as necessary. The

results of these studies will be applicable to future proposed developments in
mountain goat habitat in southeast Alaska.

The DEIS does indicate that displacement and possible reduction of the

mountain goat population is expected with project development (see pg 4-49).
Mountain goats have been shown to be sensitive to different types of
development activities, although some studies have also indicated that some
habituation to human activity may occur over time (see pg 4-49). The Forest

Service believes that the habitat approach used for impact assessment in the
DEIS and current monitoring studies are the best current means for assessing
mountain goat impacts. Since the effects of mine development on mountain
goats in southeast Alaska has never been studied previously, CEQ regulations
(1502.22) clearly allow for reasonable scientific projections of impacts where
existing pertinent information is unobtainable.



93.62
The EIS identifies environmental changes in kind (losses, reductions,
impairments, enhancements, etc.) and further identifies changes in quantity to

the extent possible. In accordance with CEQ regulation (40 CFR 1505.2) the
Forest Service in the Record of Decision will identify and discuss the factors
used in making its decision for the preferred alternative.

93.63
The Kensington Venture proposes using alkaline chlorination on a batch basis
for cyanide destruction; therefore, regardless of the fluctuations in mill
operating conditions leach tails will not be released until neutralized to
acceptable cyanide levels. Additionally, the flotation circuit at Kensington
Operat,.: at a neutral pH. An elevated pH will strip oil from the feathers of

birds ~ fusing them to drown, With the neutral pH there should be no effect on
birds using the tailings dam.

Through the batch cyanide destruction process the Kensington Venture would
reduce cyanide levels to 1 mg/lorless prior tomixing theleach tailings with
the flotation tailings, This remixing of thetailings will dilute the cyanide level
of effluent discharged to the pond (i.e., only 4t07percent of the4000 tons
perdayprocessed istreated with cyanide inthe CIL process). Additional
dilution will be provided by mine drainage and precipitation.

The end result will be a cyanide concentration in the tailings pond below a
level that would pose a risk to birds or wildlife.

93.64
Noise sources associated with each alternative have been modeled and
projected to receptor sites in known habitat for potentially sensitive wildlife
species (mountain goat, black bear), These noise projections were used, in
part, to determine disturbance radii utilized for assessing noise impacts and

reductions in habitat quality for mountain goat and black bear (see DEIS page
4-47). Additional discussion of noise impacts related to helicopter transport
has been added to the FEIS. The FEIS conclusions incorporate information
obtained from field studies of mountain goat behavior conducted by the Forest
Service in 1991. Those studies monitored mountain goat behavior during
periods of helicopter supported drilling activity and other mining activity at

both the Jualin and Kensington sites.

93.65
The DEIS at page 4-55 acknowledges that there will likely be an increase in
hunting and sport fishing near the project area. No recreational use of the site
is documented; therefore, this is not a significant impact to existing
recreational users.
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It is likely that e+greater percentage of nine workers
engage in hunting activities than do current residents of
Juneau considered collectively. Furthermore, the93& discussion of hunting pressure overlooks the fact that, not
only will there be more hunters, but there will be less
habitat supporting huntable populations as a direct and
indirect result of this development.

The DEIS also does not adequately portray the
importance of Berners Bay as a recreational use area, nor
the potential impacts of each alternative on users of that
area (e.g., helicopter and barge noise impacts, possible
mill operation noise impacts, possible crowding effects,

%67 diminishment of the current semi-primitive recreational
experience, etc.) Berners Bay is unique in the Juneau area
in that it can be accessed by four-wheel drive vehicle from
Juneau. This is an additional factor that makes it
deserving of protection.

4-70 The socioeconomic impacts of the Kensington project
on the Juneau and Naines communities will be highly
significant. The DEIS’S treatment of this subject does not
do it justice. Housing-related impacts and effects on the
crime rate may be among the most serious. Yet the DEIS
does not address the cost or affordability of new housinq,

93.G’
the availability of new housing building space, the effects
on temporary housing facilities (such as motels), or myriad
other aspects of this topic. Nor does the DEIS discuss the
correlation documented in other areas of increases in
certain crimes and juvenile delinquency with the opening of
new mines or oil/gas development projects. These effects
are also seen during the construction phase of large
development projects if one community bears the brunt of
the project’s impact. The DEIS also improperly limits the
discussion of cumulative socioeconomic effects to the
Kensington and A-J Mines. Other possible mines,
particularly the Jualin, as well as non-mine developments
should have been considered. This entire subsection of the
DEIS should be expanded.

Appendix A, Part C

The “conceptual” reclamation plan raises more questione

@.@ ‘h: ‘t ‘rovides answers” ‘or ‘~am@e: ‘ho ‘ii’ bere ponsible to see that reclamation is successfully
accomplished at the W site? How long after mine closure

93.66

There is no evidence to suggest that a greater percentage of mine workers are
likely to engage in hunting activities than do current Juneau residents. The
ADF&G’s Strategic Plan for Management of Deer in southeast Alaska 1991-

1995 (ADF&G) assumes that hunting demand will increase inpropotiion to
population growth. Loss of habitat in Game Management Unit 1C from project
development represents an extremely small percentage of the Unit that
receives only minor hunting use due to the remote nature of the site. AS a
result, any direct loss of habitat within Unit 1C would have a negligible effect
on available hunting habitat.

93.67
For a discussion of recreational use of Eferners Bay please see the discussion
in Chapter 3 (DEIS at 3-46 to 3-50), The impacts to Berners Bay are discussed
in proportion to the level of impact expected. Except for Alternative C, no
activity is anticipated in Berner’s Bay that would interfere with use of the area
by four wheelers.

93.68
Page 4-66 of the DEIS presents the conclusions of the housing ana[ysis in
summary form. A more detailed analysis has been included in Chapter 4 of
the FEIS.

The five percent increase in population estimated to accompany the opening
of the Kensington mine is not expected to have a significant impact on the
crime rate in the Juneau area. During the construction phase, a maximum
population increase of 4 percent is projected. Because of the remote camp-
style operations during this phase, the impacts in Juneau would be minimal
and somewhat less than the percentage increase in total population. The
Greens Creek mine construction effort was conducted similarly andno
correlation in increased crime was observed by the JPD officials. (The
McDowell Group, 1990b) Apermanent workforce will reemployed during the
operational phase of the mine with a family size and structure expected to
closely parallel that of current Juneau residents. A disproportional increase in
crime rates is, therefore, unlikely to occur as a result of the mine’s operation.

93.69

Please see response no. 75.
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will reclamation work ba monitored, and how often will the
site be visited and by whom? How can the Forest Service
guarantee that topsoil or other suitable growth medium will
be stockpiled to ensure an adequate supply for revegetation
purpoees? Who will determine when and where it is
llptacti~ableuto reserve euch material? (Note: Windowing
of top soil is cheaper for the operator, but is not
sufficient to ensure that adequate supplies will be
preeerved intact for later use.) How is the $750 per acre
bonding cap under Alsska law relevant to an underground
mine? How do stata and Forest Service bonding requirements
interrelate? Are there any areas of surface disturbance
the reclamation of which the Forest Service will not be
responsible for? If so, who will be responsible and what
assuranca is there thoee areas will be euitably reclaimed?
Will there be any ongoing monitoring of the water quality
of mine water draining from the **engineeredoutfalls~)?

When will monitoring and reclamation plans be
finalized? Will DEIS readers have any opportunity to
review and comment on those plans? Does the Foreet Service
plan to issue the FEIS before final plans are completed?

Part G. Thie health and safety “plan” admits it ie
wconceptual in nature.” Yet it also etates that a major
industrial facility such as the WV project !trequiresthat a
comprehensive Health and Safety plan [be] developed early
in the project planning process.” NWF suggests that such a
comprehensive plan ehould have been developed and made
available for review in the DEIS. A major deficiency of
this ‘~plantl(in addition to ite extreme brevity) ie that,
while emphasizing worker training, it fails altogether to
addreas construction and design features that would ensure
safe working conditions. The company muet take primary
responsibility for providing a safe and healthy work
environment.

93.70
The fjnal monitoring and reclamation plans will redeveloped by Kensington
Venture based on stipulations that will be found in the Record of Decision.

These detailed plans will be available for public review at the Juneau Ranger
District during the operational permitting phase of the project, Please see

Chapter 2 of the FEIS for an expanded discussion of monitoring and
reclamation.

93.71
Comment noted. Worker health and safety are the jurisdiction of both the
Occupational Safety and ,Health Administration and the Mina Safety and Health
Administration, both under the Secretary of Labor, Worker health and safety
was not identified as a scoping issue,
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[

Accordingly, NWF encourages the Forest Service to
revise the draft Kensington Gold Project Draft EIS. A
recised DEIS ehould address the points raised ih this
letter and in other public and agency comments and should

~.7Z ~~e existing environment.
corporate all necessary baseline information concerning

93.72

Thank you for this opportunity Changes have been made in the FEIS to address many of your concerns, No
to comment. Please keep thie office informed of all future deficiencies in the DEIS are large enough to warrant a supplement to the draft
developments relating to the Kensington Venture Mine
Project.

Sincerely,

/i2A..+’ (!&_/-.
Debra L. Donahue
Staff Counsel

cc: S. Douglas Miller, NWF
Rick Richins, Kensington Venture
Marilyn Twitchell, SCLDF

Enclosures



workm. forthe N.,”,. d r“nlo,wlw.

@J& NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATlON
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ya.- 750W. SecondAve.,Suite200,Anchorage,AK 99S01(907)258.4800

August 30, 1991

Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation

Southeast Regional Office
P.O. f30X 32420
Juneau, AK 99!303

Re: Kensington Venture 401 Certification

Dear Sir or Madam:

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF) has reviewed
the draft NF’DES permit issued by EPA-Region 10 for the
proposed Kensington Venture Mine Project, as well as the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared for
the U.S. Forest Service. NWF has serious doubts about the
ability of this facility to comply with state and federal
water quality regulations and the sufficiency of the
proposed NPDES permit in assuring compliance with the law.
We are concerned principally about (1) the lack of
justification for a mixing zone for a discharge containing
toxic, bioaccumulable substances; (2) the choice of
applicable water quality etandards, and the derivation of
the selected criteria: (3) the inadequacy of baseline data
and the resultant unreliability of predictions concerning
probable concentrations of pollutant in the effluents:
(4) the lack of a limit on the volume of effluent
discharged; and (5) the adequacy of monitoring and
reporting requirements.

In order for EPA to permit this new source of
pollution, the Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation must firet certify that the proposed discharge
would comply with the applicable provisions of sectione
208(e), 301, 302, 303, 306, and 307 of the Clean Water Act.
33 U.S.C. 5 1341(a)(l): 40 CFR 5 121.2: 18 AAC 15.130(b).
NWF believee there is no reasonable aseurance that
Kensington’s discharge would comply with Alaska water
quality standards, 18 AAC 70, or applicable federal law.
Therefore, NWF urges ADEC to deny a section 401 certificate
of reasonable assurance for the Kensington Venture mine
project. Our specific reasons follow.
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I. Mixing zone

A principal area of concern to NWF is the Draft
Permitts approval of a mixing zone. Under section 402 of
the Clean Water Act, no person has a right to pollute
without a permit, and pollutant discharge permits may be
granted only if the discharge would comply with all
applicable requirements. Cost is not a legitimate
consideration in meeting water quality standards; hence,
water-quality based permit limits are applied when
technology-based limits are inadequate to achieve or
maintain water quality standards. By what rationale,
therefore, is violating water quality standards within a
mixing zone justified?

NWF objects to a mixing zone of any size for the
Kensington facility. Indeed, NWF seriously questions the
appropriateness of mixing zones in the case of any
discharge containing environmentally persistent substances.
EPA has also pondered this issue. ~ EPA, Jfater Qu@&.y
Standards Handbook 2-7 (Dec. 1983) (“Careful consideration
must be given to the appropriateness of a mixing zone where
a substance discharged is bioaccumulative, persistent,
carcinogenic,?’ etc.). ADEC has not adequately explained
why a mixing zone is not objectionable given the persistent
nature of many constituents of the proposed Kensington
discharge.

Alaska’s mixing zone rule, 18 AAC 70.032, allows (it
does not require) a mixing zone to be prescribed “unless
pollutants discharged - bioaccumulate; concentrate or
persist in the environment: cause carcinogenic, mutagenic,
or teratogenic effects; or otherwise present a risk to
human health.” ~. (a)(l) (emphasis added). Only a
strained interpretation of this regulation would allow a
mixing zone for a prolonged (perhaps indefinite) discharge
of toxic heavy metels, such as the effluent from the
Kensington mill. Yet rather than reflecting ~’careful
considerationtt of the appropriateness of a mixing zone, the
Draft Permit and Fact Sheet appear to presume that a mixing
zone will be approved. s e.q., Fact Sheet at 4
(“available dilution in Lj% Canal is estimated at 100 to
l“): ~. at 9 (monitoring program includes sampling llwithin
and at the edge of the mixing zone~*).

There is little doubt that many if not all of the
metal constituents Of Kensington mine drainage and mill
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tailings would “persist” in the aquatic environment and
that these metals are toxic at relatively low levels, It
is also generally true that these substances accumulate in
the tissues of organisms (T’bioaccumulate?l),becoming more
“concentrated” in those tissues than in the ambient water.
Clearly, the writers of the quoted portion of the mixing
zone rule had such substances in mind. Admittedly, it is
less clsar whether all of these metals aleo ~fbiomagnify”
(increase in concentration up the food chain). ~
~~nqton Gold Protect Draft nvironmental I~qgQ
s a men~ (Q!LZS)at 4~~-_e~or-32(su99estin9 that few heavy
metals biomagnify). the mixing zone rule does not
require such an effect; inde~d, the term “biomaghifyq’does
not appear in the rule.

Given the mandate of the Clean Water Act and the
import of Alaeka$s mixing zone rule (which characterizes
the teet for disallowing a mixing zone as “z
bioaccumulate,l’etc., not ~!- bioaccumulatet’), any
doubts about the tendency of metals to persist,
concentrate, or biomagnify in a marine ecosystem or to
present a ri.ekto human health should be resolved in favor
of the environment. This interpretation accords with the
admonition in 18 AAC 70.032(c): ~*In determining whether a
mixing zone ie appropriate ... , the department will ensure
that any other uses are protected.’f
Thus ,

(Emphasis added.)
absent convincing evidence to the contrary presented

by the permit applicant, ADEC (and EPA) should assume that
metals & bioaccumulate, concentrate, persist, or otherwise
present a risk. In no case should it be the agency’s duty
to demonstrate that the discharge of metals would be
acceptable under the teste of 18 AAC 70.032(a)(l).

Unfortunately, ADEC’S interpretation of the mixing
zone rule differs from the foregoing analyeis. According
to a draft memo from Doug Redburn to several ADEc etaff
dated 11-01-90 [hereinafter Redburn Memo), ~’bioaccumulation
or persistence in the environment ... alone were not
sufficient grounds for denying a mixing zone. Rather, a
reasonable expectation of an adverse effect on public
health or aquatic life would need to occur ... for denial
to be upheld.’! The memo goes on to say that a mixing zone
would be prohibited for carcinogens I*only if their
discharge ie Jikely to cause carcinogenic, mutagenic or
teratogenic EFFECTS [sic].’! ~. (emphasis added).
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[Note: According to Doug Redburn, author of the
memo, and Dave Sturdevant, one of the addressees, this memo
constitutes official ADEC policy on implementation of the
mixing zone rule. Personal conversations with D. Redburn
and D. Sturdevant, week of Aug. 12, 1991. This iS SO
apparently, in spite of the statement in the opening
paragraph of the memo that, “[Olnce this draft iS agreed
to, Dave Sturdevant will be putting it into guidance format
and sending to all of [the addressees] as part of our WQS
interpretive file.tt]

ADEC’S interpretation of the mixing zone rule, as
stated in the memo and quoted above, effectively and
improperly shifts the burden of proof from the applicant--
to demonstrate that a discharge would @ bioaccumulate,
concentrate, persist, etc.--to ADEC--to show a “reasonable
expectation’”of an adverse effect. If ADEC disputes this
characterization of its interpretation, it should carefully
consider the implication of the laet sentence of paragraph
number l--stating what demonstration is required “for
denial [of a mixing zone] to be upheld.’! ~. The
underlying premise of this etatement--that there is some
presumption in favor of granting mixing zones and that a
denial of a mixing zone must be supportable by some
evidence--is utterly false. The rule leavee the
prescription of a mixing zone to the department~s
‘Indiscretion.’*18 AAC 70.032(a). It does not reauire,
under any circumstances, that a mixing zone be prescribed.
And it is highly unlikely that a permit applicant could
force ADEc to approve a mixing zone. ~. 18 AAC 70.086
(affirming ADEC’S enforcement discretion).

Moreover, ADEC~s interpretation of the rule plainly
implies that, if ADEC’S denial of a mixing zone is to
survive challenge, the aqencv must be able to point to “a
reasonable expectation of an adverse effsct ... (based on
site-specific characteristics ...).ll Redburn memo at para.
1. (It would be counterintuitive to interpret the policy
as placing on the ~plicant the burden to make a showing
that would guarantee it did LOJ receive the approval
sought.) In other words, the Redburn memo turns the mixing
zone rUle on its head.

In NWF’S view, a mixing zone should be approved only
a last resort. Secondary treatment of any discharge should
be required before a mixing zone is considered. EPA has
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recognized that tailings ponds are often inadequate to
achieve the necessary or desired level of metals reduction,
and that more effective technologies for doing so are
available and in use in other segments of the mining
industry. EPA, Development Docum ent for Ef fluent
Limitations Gu~g d Dressin
P int s rc Cateqory [hereinafter Development D
5;1 (Ju;; 1;78).

ocullf2&]
In fact, ~t[l]ime precipitation is

recommended fcr precipitation of metals” at flotation geld
mills (the general type of treatment to be employed by the
‘Kensington mill). ~. at 628. Accordingly, ADEC should
consider whether the treatment of Kensingtonte tailings by
some means in addition to cyanide destruction and settling
would further reduce the levels of dissolved and suspended
toxics and negate the need for a nixing zone. That inquiry
and ADEC’S conclusions should then be documented and the
Idocumentation made available for public review.
\

6 NWF notes that, according to the DEIS, without some
form of predischarge treatment TSS levels probably will
exceed water quality standards, ~Is at 4-28. This
conclusion was corroborated by Kensington consultants at a
water quality workshop in Juneau on August 9, who stated
that some treatment of TSS (beyond mere settling in the
tailings pond) will be required. This raises certain
questions: If such treatment is possible, was it
considered as a means of treating all impoundment water
prior to discharge (instead of relying on a mixing zone)?
To what extent would such treatment reduce the levels of
metals in the tailings pond effluent? (The DEIS predicts
but does not quantify a consequent reduction in metals
levels. ~ at 4-28 to -29.) Given that TSS levels in
the effluent could not be predicted, how accurate are
predictions of effluent metals levels? NWF reiterates: If
Kensington tailings are to be discharged to Lynn Canal,
additional treatment must first be required before a mixing
zone request is entertained.
f

A speaker at the August 9 public hearing in Juneau
raised an important concern regarding the Lynn Canal
commercial salmon fishery. As he explained, there is an
international market for wild salmon that commercial
fishing in Alaska--including the waters of Lynn Canal--
supplies. Thus, production of wild salmon is a current ~
of Lynn Canal (and other southeast Alaska waters) that
must, under Alaska water quality standards, be prctected.

93.73

Please see FEIS Chapters 2 and 4 for additional discussion of water treatment.
Additional discussion can be found in JMM (1992),

93.74

Please see Chapters 2and40f the FEISfor additional discussion of water
treatment issues.

Ak.onote that nowhere in the Applicant Proposal, DEISor FEIS is the
discharge oftailings to Lynn Canal proposed. See DEISatpage 2-26 through
2-28 for a discussion of the elimination of this option.
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18 AAC 70.020(a)(2)(C) (marine water uses, growth and
propagation of fish and shellfish). The confidence of
consumers of wild salmon--and hence the demand--could be
drastically affected by the knowledge or belief that one or
more hardrock mines in southeast Alaska were spewing a
toxic, heavy metals-laden effluent into important nursery
grounds and feeding areas of those salmon stocke. If ADEC
allows a mixing zone (a ‘*pollutionttzone, in the publicts
perception) for Kensington, A-J, and/or any other mines,
consumers of wild salmon may turn away from the Alaska
market in the belief that ealmon produced here ie tainted
by areenic, lead, mercury and other contaminants. This
could have serious economic consequences for Alaska~s
fishing industry. It is imperative that ADEC take steps to
i!en~urethat [this use is] protected.” 1S AAC 70.032(c)

If ADEC and EPA persist in their approval of a
mixing zone, however, NWF urges ADEC to review the proposed
mixing zone in light of its EPA’s advice in the W-
Qualitv Standards Handbook concerning duration of exposure.
~ ~. at 2-7. Here, Kensington tailings containing
metals will be discharged for a minimum of 12 years and
possibly much longer while the mine is in operation. In
addition, the contribution of metals to Lynn Canal may
continue indefinitely even after mine closure as a result
of natural leaching and resuspension of sediments in the

> tailings pond or dissolution of tailings by the rerouted
A Sherman and Ophir Creeks. Thus, metals will be discharged

to the Canal and available for uptake and concentration by
e aquatic organisms--particularlybottom feeders and resident

and less mobile organisms--indefinitely. Concentrations of
toxics may be relatively low but the total amounts
deposited and the availability over time would be
significant. Aa stated above, these are highly
inappropriate conditions for approving a mixing zone.

In addition, ADEC should ensure that the shape and
location of the prescribed mixing zone would accord with
EPA’s recommendations in the Water Oualitv Standards
Handbook. Figure 1 in the Draft Permit shows a rectangular
mixing zone (although required monitoring will not be
sufficient to delineate the actual boundaries). Is a
rectangular, as opposed to the suggested circular,
configuration justified? Will the effluent plume hug the
shore, contrary to EPAPS advice? ~ Handbook at 2-8.
ADEC must ensure that the mixing zone is ‘~assmall as
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practicable,” 18 AAC 70.032(d), and should require as a
condition of certification additional monitoring to ensure
compliance with the boundaries of the mixing zone.

1
t4WF also questions whether baseline data adequate to

fully characterize the receiving waters are available.
@ section III, below. The need for baseline data
pertains not only to defining a mixing zone, but to outfall
siting requirements as well.

93.7!fortoxics are

State water quality standards
intended to protect fish, shellfish, and

wildlife from long-term exposure to toxic substance:
therefore, it is important to know the background
variability (that 1s, variability with respect to time of
day, season, depth, or location) of toxics concentrations
in the receiving water. Two or three samples are
/insufficient to assees this variability.

NWF is also concerned by how ADEC implements its
mixing zone regulation. It appears ADEC minimizes the
attention paid to the requirements and considerations set
forth in the rule, 18 AAC 70.032(b), emphasizing instead
the wishes of the applicant. see e.a ., Memorandum from
Kenwyn George to Gene Rehfield, ADEC (Dec. 12, 1990)
concerning A-J Mine application (’lThe 100:1 dilution [for
cyanide] was chosen because ...

p
this was the factor used by

George Wilson ... as the one reauested bv rOtt Enainee inqt~
(emphasis added)).

G
&

EPA’e fact sheet and draft permit lack any
discussion of the justification for a mixing zone in this
case. And ADEC does not, in advance of its 401
certification decision, make its analysis publicly
available. Thus, it cannot be determined from available
documents how or whether ADEC accounted for the following
regulatory factors: volume and flow rate of the effluent;
mixing characteristics of the receiving water: quality of
the effluent; or total horizontal area and cumulative
linear length of all mixinq zones (if others exist.) in Lynn
Canal. & 18 AAc 70.032(b)(l)-(4), (e)(2). The Kenwyn
George memo is cause for concern that ADEC may simply
concede to the wishes of Kensington Venture as it
apparently did to Echo Bay. If ADEC neglects these
evaluations in accommodating the applicants desires, it
abuses its regulatory discretion. No developer is entitled
to pollute navigable waters, nor is a polluter entitled to
a mixing zone for its discharge.

93.75
Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS and to the technical support document Kessler
and Vlgers (1992). The estimated natural variability of seawater constituentsin
Lynn Canal is based on over 140samples, andnot20r 3 as suggested,
These samples were collected at 7 stations and various depths over a
complete seasonal cycle (i.e., September 1988 to April 1989), Horizontal
mixing and dispersion processes (supplemented bymore minor vertical
mixing) prevent the isolation of anyone region from the Lynn Canal receiving
water body in general for more than afewdaysor weeksat atime, Thus the
baseline sampling locations are more than adequate to spatially characterize
the baseline chemistry of Lynn Canal,

>
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There are discrepancies within and among the DEIS
and EPA documents concerning available and required
dilution that further concern us. The DEIS states that a
120:1 dilution is needed to reduce lead levels in the
discharge to the acute toxicity criterion, ~ at 4-15:
EPA’s Fact Sheet accompanying the draft NPDES permit states
that the available dilution is 100; and the 13E1S at 4-26
references a ‘@minimum dilution of 85 ... to required to
achieve ambient water quality criteria.” Also, the
reference at 4-19 of the DEIS to a 5:1 dilution ratio
needed to reduce toxic concentrations (copper, 93.76
specifically) to acute criteria levels in the event of a Please see response no. 93.35.
“worst case’t spill is drastically different than the 120:1
ratio cited for lead at page 4-15 of the DEIS. How can
these discrepancies be reconciled? Also, how will the lead
concentration be further reduced to the chronic toxicity
criterion, or to the water quality standard if that is a
still lower number? These differences are grounds for
serious concern over the proposed mixing zone and
compliance with water quality standards.

It is also relevant here that, with respect to the
proposed A-3 Mine discharge, EPA stated that ~Bactual
available dilution!! csnnot be determined until the diffuser
is performance tested ~ the discharge commences. ~
p- Fact Sheet at 11; see also Draft A-J Mine Permit at
13. The counterpart documents for Kensington, however,
make no mention of diffuser testing or of any uncertainty
regarding the stated available dilution. NWF believes that
diffuser testing should be required and performed before a
permit is issued. Given that (1) actual available dilution
cannot be determined until the diffuser is performance
tested, (2) inadequate baseline water quality ~ata are
available for Lynn canal, and (3) no one knows with any
certainty what the chemicsl composition of the effluent
will actually be, there is far too little assurance that
water quality will be protected. Testing the diffuser, at
least under simulated conditions, would at least lessen
this uncertainty. Alternatively, the permit should at
least specify what action will be taken if the performance
test results are substandard.

The potential for the uncertainties listed in the
foregoing paragraph to result in water quality standards
violations is even more disturbing when enforcement
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realities are considered. ADEC often seems unwilling to
enforce water quality etandards and permit limits, snd
EPA’s oversight authority, for a variety of reasons, is
seldom exercised. An illustrative incident involved the
Greens Creek Mine on Admiralty Island. According to a
record of a telephone call from Gene Rehfisld, ADEC, to
Sylvia Kawabata, EPA, on Jan. 30, 1990, Greens Creek had
reported to EPA it was having “problems with meeting [its]
cyanide limit.’! According to the report, Rehfield said
ADEC was ‘#willing to change the limit.” Will ADEC simply
change the water quality standards or enlarge the mixing
zone if current prediction for Kensington prove incorrect?
This illustrates the folly of issuing a premature or
unrealistic permit--before operating parameters are
thoroughly understood and baseline condition known so that
permit limits will be adequate and achievable.

WWF also urges ADEC to state in the 401 certificate
that the mixing zone will not simply be enlarged if the
NOEC for the most sensitive species is determined to be
less than 1% effluent. ~ Draft Permit at 7. Indeed, a
mixing zone, if approved, should not subsequently be
enlarged for any reason, Finally, even if a mixing zone
could be justified in these circumstances with respect to

> certain toxics (an assumption NWF disputes), a mixing zone

L is impermissible for any parameter for which the applicable
& water quality criterion is already exceeded. ~ section
m II, below.

II. selection of Applicable Water Quality Standards

NWF objects to the treatment that the subject of the
selection of water quality standards has received in both
the A-J Mine permitting process and in the Draft Permit and
Fact Sheet for the Kensington discharge. This is a crucial
issue that warrants considerably more reasoned, public
discussion than it has received.

Under Alaska (and federal) law, the applicable water
quality standards for toxics and other deleterious
substances are the lesser of (1) 0.01 times the lowest
measured 96 hour LC50, (2) EPA IiGold Book” values, or (3)
Alaska drinking water standards. 18 AAC 70.020(b) (table
of water quality criteria at 11.C. Toxice). According to
EPA, UADEC has concluded that the available Lc o data do

1not result in standards more stringent than ex sting ‘Gold
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Book’ criteria.’t Fact Sheet at 6. This ambiguous
conclusion is suspect for several reasons. First, the
Draft Permit for the A-J Mine concluded that the LC50-
derived numbers were the most stringent of the three
alternatives. Second, the quoted conclusion is difficult
to reconcile with ADEC’S position as expressed in a March
6, 1991, draft memorandum from Douglas Redburn to Dick
Stokes, Gene Rehfield, and Amy Kruse [hereinafter Draft
Policy Memo]. And third, if LC o data w available, it is

3difficult to imagine that LC o- erived standards are not
more stringent than Gold Boo Z criteria.

While EPA declares that Wavailable LC ~ data do not
tresult in standards more stringent than exis lng ‘Gold

Book~ criteria,tl ADEC claims that LC50 data for the species
of concern (sensitive life stages of Alaskan species)
simply are not available. Yet even ADEC’S rationale for
resorting to Gold Book standards (which the ADEC memo
mystifyingly refers to as $fth~ state-adopted criterion”)
rings hollow. First, it is propounded in a draft
memorandum, while the relevant state water quality standard
(promulgated by ADEC and approved by EPA) has existed in
its current form for at least three years. Second, the
stance adopted by ADi?C in the memo was assumed midway
through the permitting process for the A-J Mine. The A-J
permit certainly is not the first 402 permit involving a
toxic discharge to be issued since promulgation of the
standard; hence, why was EPA unaware that lathe Stateps
approach iS to use only toxicity data relevant to sensitive
Alaskan species”? ~ Draft Policy Memo at 2. And
finally, why has ADEC not recommended to EPA that both
permit applicants (Echo Bay and Kensington Venture) obtain
these toxicity data ,la5a condition Of the certification of

the federal permit,tt a condition that Mr. Redburn states in
the memo the agency can impose? ~. at 1, 2, 3.

With respect to the final point in the foregoing
paragraph, NWF calls ADECns attention to Note 8, cited in
the standard following the reference to the 96-hour LC
note 8 states: l~continuous-flow bioassays will aPPIY H“
required by the department; static bioassays w~y
otherwise.” (Emphasis added.) This note plainly
indicates that in all cases ADEC must require bioassays to
determine the relevant
is limited to the choiceL~~Ob~~~~~~~ )~ro;~~~~~ ~&~~~~~n
its discretion does not extend to deciding whether to
impose the LC50-derived standard.
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In the same vein, NWF questions Mr. Redburn’s
statement: l,Hi~torically, Alaska has selectively required
that 96 hr. LC50 data be obtained as a condition of
certification to verify criteria-derived effluent limits.l*
Draft Policy Memo at 3. How does ADEC justify a
“selective” interpretation o~a;i~;ate water quality
standard that. reauires appli in e- case of the
mast strinq ent of three possible choices of criteria? The
standard as written does not confer such discretion. (And
Note 8, as diecussed above, limits the scope of ADEC’S
discretion to the choice of bioassay procedure--static or
continuous flow,) Indeed, according the department the
discretion to selectively implement the standard would
violate the Clean Water Act. As EPA has stated on numerous
occasions, #*the cWA requires strict compliance with Water
qUality standards.” ~, 49 Fed. Reg. 37,998, 38,038
(1984) .

ADEC should require that pertinent 96-hour LC50 data
be obtained by Kensington Venture (and Echo Bay) as a
condition of certification. (We note that bioassays were
conducted for the A-J Mine, presumably using test eolutions
that simulated the anticipated effluent composition. m
Buell “& Associates, Inc., S.&&p Creek Bioassay Preliminary
Data ReDo& (May 1990).) The A-J Mine DEIS recommended
I@tests using an appropriate mixture of tailings pOnd
effluent. IV If such tests were appropriate for A-J, they
would be equally valuable for the Kensington project and
should be required. See also discussion in section IV.,
above.

It is worth noting that, although both the A-J and
Kensington draft permits require biomonitoring, this
monitoring is not intended to Werify federally derived
LC50 limits’1 (because ADEC apparently is advising EPA to
use Gold Book criteria), nor is it clear from the permits
that such monitoring would obtain LC o data for sensitive

?Alaskan species or, if it would, tha effluent limits would
be revised to reflect such new information.

The ADEC memo further notes that “over the next
several months ... written guidance on how the state’s
pollutant critaria are to be interpreted” would be
prepared. Draft Policy Memo at 3. (Such guidance was not
yet publicly available at the time this letter was
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written. ) our inescapable
Redburn memo and observinq

conclusion from reading the
these permitting actions is that

EPA implemented the standard in tfie A-J pe~mit as it has
done in the past, and that ADEC is just now disputing EPA’s
interpretation and application. ~ Redburn memo at 3
(“Historically, Alaska has selectively required that 96 hr.
LC50 data be obtained as a condition of certification @
~fv criteria-derived [i.e., EPA’s federally derived]
limits”; emphasis added).

WWF reminds &DEC that the eubject water quality
etandard is federal, as well as state, law. ADEC cannot
vary its l!interpretation~t of the criterion to suit the
occasion, nor can it alter the effect of the standard as
implemented in federal permits simply by adopting a
construction that is at odds with EPA*s. (We observe that
a Principal concern of the Redburn memo seems to be that
ADEc not be held responsible for, nor obligated to defend,
an administrative or court challenge to a l~federally-
derived [effluent] limit.ll See id. at 2-3. ADEC cannot
relieve itself of responsibi~however, by retreating
from a defensible, previously held construction of the
standard. Nor is a reviewing official likely to be
impressed with a state agency “interpretati.on’~ assumed so
belatedly.)

Ideally, the construction of the standard should be
that which the State and EPA agreed on at the time the
state water quality standards were approved by EPA. If no
explicit agreement was reached or if the agreement was not
documented, the construction should be that to which AOEC
has consistently adhered and which EPA has consistently
applied in 402 permits issued for discharges in Alaska.
Finally, ADEC’S explanation of the toxics standard in the
promised guidance must be considerably more thorough and
well documented with historical reference than the
current, draft memo in order to meet NWF*S “objections.

Regardless of the justifiability of passing over the
LC5 -derived criteria,

?
EPA compounded its error in the

dra t Kensington by dismissing Alaska drinking water
standarda as an available choice. EPA states: I,NO

limitations were calculated based on the Alaska Drinking
Water Standards, since the receiving waters are marine
waters and not a source for drinking water.*’ Fact Sheet at
7. This statement flies in the face of Alaska law, which
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plainly includes the drinking water standards (18 AAc 80)
as one of the relevant choices of criteria for toxics
applicable to ~*Marj.neWater Uses--Growth and Propagation Of
Fish, Shellfish, Aquatic Life, and Wildlife.l) 18 AAC
70.020(b) (table at 11.C, Toxics), State law does ~
specify that drinking water standards are a choice only for
waters that may be used to supply potable water.

Indeed, it is unlikely that marine waters in Alaska
will ever be needed or ueed for drinking water supplies.
(An exception is the usa of seawater for drinking water by
pleasure craft. According to testimony at the public
hearing in Juneau on August 9, it ie becoming increasingly
common for pleasure boats to use a desalination process to
obtain potable water for their passengers. This provides a
practical reaeon but not a necessary, legal ground,
howevar, for construing Alaska law as written.)
Practically apesking, EPA’s interpretation of stste water
quality standards reduces the choices of possible standards
from three to two. Neither ADEC nor EPA can rewrite state
law by mere interpretation. S.QR discussion above.

Thus , EPA must reevaluate its choices of applicable
criteria for metals and other substances in the Kensington

p permit. The LC50-derived standards are likely the most
stringent values and thus should have been adopted in the

G permit. However, if the LC50-derived standards are not
o wmicsble for some reason (and NWF maintains that this

conclusion must be adequately justified, as discussed
above), Alaska drinking water standards would provide a
more stringent effluent limitation than the Gold Book or
NSPS values selected by EPA in the Draft Permit for certain
constituents (e.g., cadmium, chromium, lead, selenium,
silver) . In these and poseibly other instances, therefore,
the drinking water standarde, instead of the Gold Book or
NSPS criteria, ehould have been eelected.

EPA ehould display the three choices for each
relevsnt parameter or constituent, preferably in tabular
form ae was done for the A-J Mine Draft Permit so that the
public is informed as to the choicee of applicable water
quality criteria. EPA must make its own independent
conclusion ae to the applicable standard, becauee the

appropriate etandard ie federal law and must be
incorporated in thie federal permit which EPA is
responsible for enforcing. Finally, EPA’s conclusion
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should be fully documented in a revised Draft Permit. It
is highly inappropriate for ADEC and EPA to convert a
permitting action (the instant action or the A-J Mine
permitting process) to an ad hoc rulemaking proceeding as
is effectively being done by the agencies’ evolving
interpretation of state water quality standards in these
cases.

Based on the LC50-derived standards reported in the
A-J Mine draft NPDES permit, it appears water quality in
Lynn Canal may already be impaired and water quality
standards would be further violated by the Kensington draft
permit. First, the background copper level in Lynn Canal
(1.4 ug/1) exceeds the LC50-derived copper standard (0.06
ug/1) . (We note that, becauee the background copper level
in Gastineau Channel exceeds this standard, EPA, in the
draft A-J permit, properly prohibited the discharge of any
copper to Gastineau Channel from the A-J facility. The
background copper level in Lynn canal is even higher than
the background level in Gastineau Channel.)

Second, the background concentration of trivalent
arsenic in Lynn Canal (1.9 ug/1) also exceeds the
respective LC50-derived standard (1.38 ug/1), as reported
in the draft A-.3 Mine permit. Thus, until an adequate
explanation is provided as to why the Lc50-derived standard
does not apply, the permit must prohibit the discharge of
arsenic as well. Similarly, the background zinc level (40
u9/1) 9reatlY exceeds the LC o-derived standard (1.9 ug/1).
Accordingly, the discharge o? zinc also must be forbidden.
In each such instance ADEC may not certify the discharge if
it would contain any quantity of these substances. (As a
related matter, NWF questions the source of the values for
background conditions, i.e. , baseline water quality, which
EPA used to derive the applicable effluent limitations.
~ Table 1 in Fact Sheet.)

&s we have repeatedly stated, water quality
standards may not be exceeded under any circumstances.
Thus, where the background concentration of any constituent
equals or exceeds the state water quality criterion for
that substance, no additional discharge of that substance
may be permitted. See Oklahoma v. EPA, 908 F.2d 595, 632-
33 (lOth Cir. 1990); wt. r!ranted 59 USLW 3672 (Apr. 2,
1991); see also 40 CFR g 122.44(d)(l)(i) (water quality-
based permit limitations in NPDES permits “must control all

,,
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pollutants ... which the Director determines are or may be
discharged at a level which will ... contribute to an
excureion above any State water quality standard~$).

The Tenth Circuit set forth this principle in
QIQ~~oma v. ~: w[w]here a proposed source wOuld

discharge effluents that would contribute to conditions
currently constituting a violation of applicable water
quality standards, such proposed eource may not be
permitted.” 908 F.2d at 620; see also icj.at 634. Until
an adequate explanation is provided as to why the LC50-
derived etandards do not apply in this case, ADEC may not
certify a Kensington discharge that includes copper,
arsenic, or zinc.

The Draft Permit (or Fact Sheet) also lacks an
adequate explanation of the effluent limitation for total
suspended solids (TSS). The permit adopts NSPS technoloqy-
based limits (3o rng/1 maximum daily; 20 mg/1 average
monthly), ~ 40 CFR S 440.104(a), but the Fact Sheet
offers no discussion of the Alaska water quality standard,
if any. Information in the DEIS (that larval herring are
adversely affected by 20 mg/1 of suspended silt: IIE~ at 4-
29) indicates that the NSPS criteria for TSS are inadequate

p
to protect existing uses of Lynn Canal. .Thus, a more
stringent effluent limitation is needed. tJWF also

G queetions whether it is appropriate to measure TSS in the
N outfall pipe, and objects to the proposal to require only

weekly measurement of TSS. ~ discussion in section V.,
below. gee also Q~ at 4-28 (explaining that TSS levels

93.77(
were not predicted because pilot plant conditions cannot
eimulate actual tailings pond conditions).

NWF further questions whether EPA considered the
effect on aquatic organisms within the mixing zone of a
total residual chlorine level of up to 200 ug/1. The
Alaska water quality standard for marine water uses--growth
and propagation of fish, shellfish, aquatic life, and
wildlife--is 2 ug/1 for salmonid fish. Thus, the draft
effluent limit is 100 times greater than the standard--a
factor apparently derived from the calculated llavailable
dilution” in Lynn Canal. Does this effluent limit reflect
the actual, expected composition of tailings pond effluent,
or is it simply a ~tgiftllto the operator based on the
IIavailable dilution”? An explanation of this effluent
limit is needed.

93.77

The referencedstatementhas been removed and does not appear inthe FEIS,
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The Draft Permit is also flawed bv the absence of at
least two
settlable
Permit at
standards
effect of
(table at
turbiditv

effluent limitatiOns-- limits o; turbidity and
solids--and possibly iron, as well.
3.

~ Draft
Alaska water quality standards contain

for turbidity and sediment that will apply to the
this facility’s discharge. & 18 AAC 70.020(b)
11.C. Turbidity, Sediment). The value for
is simDlv left blank in the effluent limitations

table, a;d there”i; no mention of the sediment standard or
any effluent limitation on settlable solids designed to
assure compliance with that standard. It is not possible
to determine from available documents whether an effluent
limit for iron is required, but certainly iron will exist
in the tailings and process wastewater. The Fact Sheet
should address this pollutant, and the permit should set an
effluent limit if appropriate. It is imperative that the
permit incorporate effluent limitations for all relevant
parameters, given the possibility that a court would
require specific effluent limitations in this permit in
order to enforce the respective water quality standards
against Kensington. See Trustees for Alaska v.
Environmental Protect~ Aqency, 749 F.2d 549, 557 (9th
Cir. 1984) .

Lastly, and notwithstanding our overarching
objections to the choice of applicable water quality
standards, NWF questions the mechanics of EPA’s effluent
limitations calculations. Why did EPA choose to use the
**99th percentile Iimitationstt instead of the 95th
percentile as recommended in Attachments 1 and 3? Both
attachments (which are excerpts from EPA*s publication, the
Permit Writer’s Guide) state that the 95th percentile is
“usually’a used. Attachment 3 explains: *vThe 95th
percentile is generally used for both permit limits
[maximum daily and average monthly] unless monitoring will
be so frequent (e.g., daily values) as to provide
sufficient confidence that the true performance will be
known.” Given that the Draft Permit requires daily
monitoring of only ptland chlorine, the conditions for
using the 99th as opposed to the 95th percentile have not
been met. Thus, the “Selscted Permit Effluent Limitations”
reported in Table 2 in the Fact Sheet and on page 3 of the
Draft Permit should be the 95th percentile values reported
in Table 1 in the Fact Sheet. In our view, ADEC must
obtain satisfactory answers to all these questions before
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it can safely certify the
with all applicable water

Kensington discharge will comply
quality requirements.

III. Baseline Data and Unreliability of Predictions of
Discharge Quality

The next fundamental area of concern to NWF is the
reliability of predictions (in the DEIS and presumably
underlying EPAIs permit deliberations) concerning probable
concentrations of pollutants in Kensington effluenta. The
DEIS and EPA’s Fact Sheet offer no tangible information by
which to judge whether the mill tailings discharge (process
wastewater or mine drainage) would meet applicable
receiving water quality standards. Indeed, as noted above,
the DEIS reports that TSS levels in the effluent could not
be predicted because pilot plant procedures differ
significantly from tailings pond conditions. ~ at 4-28.
Thus, estimates of effluent metals levels are subject to
question. In addition, the variability of ore composition
is unknown and cannot be predicted with any accuracy.
Weather and operational conditions will also vary. These
factors and others make it nearly impossible to place any
confidence in company predictions of discharge quality.

A related concern involves the availability of
baseline data to adequately characterize the receiving
waters. Without such data it is not possible to reliably
predict the impact of the Kensington effluent, and it may
not be possible to distinguish its impact (for enforcement
purposes) after operations commence. It appears from the
DEIS that ‘Ibaselineitwater quality data were obtained on
only three sampling dates (in April, June and September)
from six depths at each of two stations in Lynn Canal. m
~ at App. D3-1. The precise locations of these samples
cannot be determined from available information, nor is the
location of the proposed outfall relative to either of the
sampling stations evident. And EPA offers no statistical
analysis or narrative explanation justifying reliance on
these relatively few samples. When measured by a
recommendation made during the A-J Mine permitting process,
these data are clearly deficient. ~ Memorandum from
Susan Mello, National Marine Fisheries Service, to various
agencies involved in A-J planning (Aug. 24, 1990)
(recommending a minimum of one year of specified baseline
data, collected and analyzed according to specified
criteria) .

93.78
The reader is referred to responses 86.9, 93.46, 93.74, 93.75 and 93.79 as well
asto Chapter 40f the FEISfor amore complete discussion. Any impact
assessment has associated with it a complex of uncertainties and assumptions
that propagates through the estimation procedure, Theonly practical way to
overcome this inherent limitation Is to adopt a balance between calculation

precision andunderlying assumptions that bias towards overestimation, This
approach was used inthe analysis and, in all probability, the impact estimates
presented are overestimates of the effects that will actually occur.

ADECisresponsible forissuing a determination on State water quality
standards. This determination has not been made at this time.

Orevariability isaddressed in Kirkham (1991), This report assimilates all
available data and finds Iittle variability in the ore.

93.79
Refer also totheresponse no,93.45, Amapofbaseline data sampling

Locations which was omitted from theDEIS has been included inthe FEIS.
Basic sampling statistical theory states that any incremental increase (i.e.,

environmental impact) can remeasured provided that an appropriate
sampling effort is applied. Asthesampling effort increases the statistical
uncertainty from random error decreases. Ontheother hand, for a relatively
pristine environment such as Lynn Canal random analytical error will normally
dominant another forms of error. Increasing thesize of the baseline data set
should decrease the statistical variability. Tocompensate for baseline
uncertainty the two standard deviation upper and the two standard deviation
lower limits were used where appropriate in making the DEIS predictions.

Since increasing the size of the baseline data set reduces this range, it would
sarveto only reduce, notincrease theestimated environmental impact. For
this reason, it cannot be argued that the baseline data set limits the
Kensington Project environmental impact assessment.
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I
In addition, the Draft Permit and Fact Sheet ignore

the question of mine drainage water quality, as does the
Any outflow from the mine will contain some9~,@&%own) amount of mine water that has been in the mine

for some extended period and therefore has had the
opportunity to pick up metals. It is naive to assume, on
the basis of apparently no information, that mine drainage
will not pose any water quality problems. As Echo Bay
Exploration explained with respect to mine drainage from
the A-J Mine: *,Water qualityfrom mine drainage . . . durin9

mining cannot be specifically characterized since mining ie
not occurring .... Quantities and Qualitv will chanae daily
during mine life depending on rainfall, runoff, area of
mining[, ] temperature, and many other variables. In
summary, mine drainaae will cha~ge as the mine iS
developed.” EBE response at 15 to a question (#IO) posed
by the Bureau of Land Management regarding ‘*the nature of
mine drainage” (dated June 8, 1989) (emphasis added) .

>
lb
UI
en

Nevertheless, the impossibility of accurately
predicting mine drainage water quality does not excuse EPA
from failing altogether to examine the question. Nor does
it permit ADEC to overlook this factor in determining
whether the discharge would meet state water quality
standards. As with all necessary baseline data, ADEC must
cOnsider whether sufficient information is available or
must be obtained as a condition of the 401 certificate.

IV. Precipitation/Evaporation and NSPS

NWF has advised EPA that the draft Kensington permit
must be revised to incorporate a limit on the volume of
wastewater that may be discharged to Lynn Canal. The
applicable N.$Ps limits the volume of discharged procese
wastewater to “the difference between annual precipitation
falling on the treatment facility and the drainage area
contributing runoff to the treatment facility and annual
evaporation .ll @ 40 CFR 55 440.104(b)(2)(i), .132(b).
Subpart L of the part 44o regulations defines llannual
precipitation” and ‘tannual evaporation *’for purposes of
determining NSPS limits. ~eg 40 CFR S 440.132(b). Thus ,
the rules clearly contemplate limiting this discharge to a
defined volume of water. EPA assumes that the average
annual evaporation rate in the project area is zero and

93.80

Baseline water quality data has been collected from two sampling sites that
represent 50 year old mine drainage at the Kensington site (Surface water
stations 101 and 10f3,from the8001evel aditand20001evel adit, respectively),
Please see Chapter3, Ground Water Hydrology, for further discussion of mine
drainage,
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sstimates the “net precipitation on the tributary tailings
pond drainage area” at 1652 gpm, or 2.38 mgd. Fact Sheet
at 3. But the agency fails to incorporate this estimate or
any other figure as a limit on the volume of water that may
be discharged from the tailings pond to Lynn Canal. S!2.e
Draft Permit at 3.

Without a volume limit, the permit is incomplete.
More to the point, without this limit the regulatory
agencies will be unable to ensure that the total volume of
effluent does not exceed the NSPS limit. Because the USPS
limit ie one of the applicable water quality requirements
with which ADEc must certify compliance if the discharge is
to be permitted, ADEC should also be concerned about this
point. Furthermorer if EPA’s assumption of a zero average
evaporation rate is incorrect, the facilityls diecharge
volume likely will exceed the allowable rate. EPA should
explain its precipitation and evaporation calculations, and
then incorporate the net precipitation figure as an
effluent volume limitation in the permit.

EPA and ADEC may wish to consider whether it would
be preferable not to allow mine drainage waters to be

p combined with process wastewaters, given that the
regulations limit the dischargeable volume of the latter

G but not of the former. It will be difficult to enforce any
m limit on the volume of process wastewater discharged to

Lynn Canal if these discharges are combined (unless the
respective volume of mine drainage can also be meaeured).

v. Monitoring and Reporting

NWF has several concerns regarding the frequency of
monitoring and reporting proposed in the Draft Permit.
Each of these concerns could be met by revising the permit
accordingly or by inclusion of an appropriate condition in
the certification. For simplicityls sake, our comments
often refer simply to revision of the permit. ADEC should
not construe these comments as suggesting that EPA alone
bears responsibility for addressing these probletne.

liWFis concerned that monitoring called for in the
draft NPDES permit may not be adequate to achieve the
desired objectives of such a program. At a minimum, ADEC
should include in the 401 certificate conditions comparable
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to the monitoring recommendations outlined in ADEC’S
~~comments on proposed AJ Mine Monit0rin9 Program,”
submitted with a cover letter from Amy Kruse, ADEC, to
Frank Bergstrom, Echo Bay Mines (Oct. 16, 1990). For
example, it is not clear that the location of Lynn Canal
monitoring sites is responsive to ADEC concerns. Also,
there is no requirement in the Kensington draft permit to
monitor groundwater as ADEC had recommended for A-J. At a
minimum, detection of groundwater contamination should
trigger a cessation of mill operations, and the 401
certificate or permit should so specify.

Such a requirement, however, should not be limited
to groundwater monitoring. The 401 certificate should
etate, if the permit itself does not, “what preventive or
corrective actions will be taken should [any] permit
parameter limits be exceeded.l@ ~ ADEC, *’Comments on
Proposed AJ Mine Monitoring Program.” Possible corrective
actions include not only Ilnotification of the agencies,
cleanup, and monitoring,’- ~., but curtailment or cessation
of operations (and hence discharging) as well.

D The proposed Environmental Monitoring Program raises
L many questions, First,
m

why does the Kensington proposal

+
lack the detail of the monitoring program incorporated in
the A-.7 Mine draft permit? AD!ZC should encourage EPA to
formulate comparable programs for both permits.

Second, EPA acknowledges that biomonitoring studies
Stare neCessary since the chemical specific limitations

(even though they reflect water quality standards for the
protection of various uses) do not protect against the
potential synergistic effects of all the pollutants in the
effluent.’1 Fact Sheet at 8. In tNiF’s view, this admission
is an admission that federal and state water quality law
would be violated by the permit as written. There is a
presumption in the Clean Water Act against permitting new
discharges of pollution. No discharge may be allowed
unless all applicable water quality requirements would be
met. ~ 33 U.S.C. $ 1311(a). Furthermore, 18 AAC
70.020(b) states that toxics ,Ishall not individually QK-&!
c~ exceed” the lesser of three potentially
relevant standards. (Emphasis added.)

Permitting Kensington’s discharge without prior
evidence that the combined constituents in the process
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wastewater and mine drainage waters would not exceed the
applicable criteria or interfere with the maintenance of
the existing marine uses (i.e., without first conducting
bioassay studies using simulated process wastewater and
mine drainage watere) violates these regulatory provisions.
~ discussion in sections I. and II., above. At a
minimum, therefore, the 401 certificate should require
performance of toxicity and bioaccumulation studies pZ@K
to vermittinq using solutions that simulate the expected
composition of the effluents and aquatic epecies that occur
in the vicinity of the proposed discharge site. In
contrast, EPA’s and ADEC’S current approach would relegate
what should be a permitting decision to a future, and
uncertain, enforcement action based on the results of
monitoring studies, This impermissible shifts the burden
of proof from the permit applicant to the regulatory agency
or the public.

We also question what is meant by “’significant
adverse effects” in the statement “an expanded program may
be implemented whenever significant adverse effects are
indicated or detected.’f Draft Permit at 8. See also Draft
Permit at 10 (stating what action is to be tsken to “reduce
the toxicity of the wastewater to acceptable levelsll if
Itdata indicate that pollutant concentrations are increasin9
in tissue samplee”). What is meant by r~acceptable levele”
of “toxicity!!? How will an l’acceptable leveltt be
determined? The detection of any regulatorily
IIsignificant!l effect on water quality or water uses should
be grounds for suspending the permit or requiring process
or operational changes to reduce the volume or toxicity of
the diecharge and eliminate the effect. Mere monitoring in
such an event will not bring the discharga into compliance
with applicable law. If necessary, ADEC should incorporate
this point as a condition of the 401 certificate.

On the same general topic, NWF is disturbad by
certain statements of ADEC made in the context of the A-J
Mina permitting procees that are equally relevant to
Kensington. In its “Comments on Proposed AJ Mine
Monitoring program,me submitted with a cover letter from AmY
Kruae, ADEC, to Frank Bergstrom, Echo Bay Mines (Oct. 16,
1990), ADEC etates: ll[I]n CaSeS where established chemical

criteria are exceeded, bioassays may be required in order
to assese biological effects. ” If ADEC is using “criteriall
in the technical, regulatory sense (that is the numeric
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portion of a water quality standard), then this statement
is contrary to law. A question posed in the next paragraph
of ADEc’s comments suggests that is exactly how the term
was used. ADi?C asks: ,,What measures will be undertaken to

minimize impacts to Gold Creek in the event of ~
cmalit Y criteria being exceeded? (Emphasis added.) As NW
has stated repeatedly in these comments and elsewhere,
water quality criteria may @ be exceeded.

NWF offers the following additional comments and
questions relating to the proposed biomonitoring program.
What will be the duration of chronic tests conducted
pursuant to section I.B.1. of the draft permit? How will
tests simulate actual conditions? (I.e., how will testing
conditions be controlled to ensure that effluent
concentrations, for example, are maintained throughout the
duration of the test?) Tests should be conducted on
organisms collected from the project area instead of on
Ijcammercially available” Qr9anisms- ~~ section 1.B.3.b.
In fact, to satisfy the requirements of the toxics water
quality standard, tests should be performed on “life stages
of species identified by the department as being the most
sensitive, biologically important to the location.!’ With
respect to metals bioaccumulation monitoring, the permit or
certification should specify a minimum number of baseline
samples (instead of, or in addition to, simply requiring
quarterly samples beginning within 60 days of permit
issuanca). ~ section 1.c.2. of Draft Permit.

The draft permit also raises numerous other
monitoring-related questions. First, weekly measurement of
total suspended solids (TSS) is inadequate. ~ Draft
Permit at 3. EPA’s NSPS. regulation limits TSS to 30 mg/l--
the maximum for any one day--and 20 mg/1--the **average of
daily values for 30 consecutive days.’l 40 CFR 5
440.104(a). The average value of 30 consecutive days
cannot be determined by measuring a constituent on only a
weekly basis. It seems clear the regulations contemplate
daily measurement of TSS. This same reasoning also applies
to the metals listed in the NSPS--copper, zinc, lead,
mercury, and cadmium.

Second, Attachment 2 in EPA’s Fact Sheet seems to
suggest that monitoring for metals and possibly other
constituents of the discharqe should be more frequent than
required by the Draft Permit. Attachment 2 statee: 11For
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limits that are inexpensive to monitor
[the number of samnles or observations

(such as metals) n
used to connmte the

;verage] should nok be less than 10. EPA has used-n=10 as
the basis for average daily requirements in many effluent
limitations guideline.” Yet the Kensington permit
requires only weekly measurement (i.e., n = approximately
4) of all parameters with the exceptions of pH and
chlorine. The permit ehould be rewritten to require at
least ten measuremante per month of these other
constituents. (TSS, copper, zinc, lead, mercury, and
cadmium ehould be measursd daily, however: see discussion
above). The permit should also be written to guard against
the possibility warned of in EPA’s Attachment 2--that a
permittee could increase sampling during periods of good or
*#clean*toperation to lower its reported avarage values.

Why is there no requirement that the permittes
monitor metal~ levels in the sediments of Lynn Canal? The
draft A-J Mine i!rmit requires such monitoring, and also
provides for additional wastewater treatment or operational
changes if sediment metal concentrations increasa. The
Kensington permit ehould include a comparable provision.
~Q discussion in section 11 above concerning the need
for a sediment-related effluent limitation.

The adequacy of the sampling regimen propoeed for
monitoring compliance with the mixing zone is also
questionable. The public has no way of knowing whether
sampling at the two selected depths and at the five
identified locations will adequately characterize the
impact of the discharge plume. g@g Draft Permit at 10 and
Figure 1. Indeed, there appesrs to be considerable
latitude in the description of the sampling scheme--’’within
10 feet and within 50 feet of the water surface’!--latitude
that could lead to unacceptable variability in sampling
results. Furthermore, common sense suggests that the
frequency of the eampling ie insufficient. Quarterly
baseline (preoperational) sampling probably is not adequate
to identify natural variation in water quality, and
quarterly tests certainly will fall short of ensuring
compliance with the mixing zone after facility operation
commences. EPA should require in the permit a specified
minimum number of baseline samples to be collected
throughout the year. And more frequent, at least monthly,
post-etartup water quality sampling should be required, at
least until there has been an opportunity to assees the
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operation of the facility and its ability to perform in
accordance with expectations. Sampling frequency could be
reduced thereafter, if appropriate.

IW4F also has concerns regarding the reporting
requirements in the Draft Permit. In particular, we
believe that annual reporting to EPA and ADEC of the
results of water chemistry testing done to ensure
compliance with mixing zone boundaries is woefully
inadequate. ~ Draft Permit at 11-12. These results
should be reported to EPA and ADEC within one month after
the samples are collected and analyzed. We note that
section II of the Draft Permit requires monthly Discharge
Monitoring Reports, ~ Draft Permit at 15, but it is not
clear to which monitoring results the monthly reporting
requirement applies, There should also be some assurance
that the additional monitoring referred to in Section 11.D.
of the permit may not be used by the permittee to disguise
violations or to decrease reported average values by
sampling during ideal operating conditions.

The permit should specify where and how samples may
be collected. AD’EC should also assure itself and the

> public that all sampling locations are appropriate to the
A parameters being tested.
m
4

VI. Upset Conditions

MWF has several observations to offer concerning
‘*upsetg*conditions. EPA’s upset rule provides a defense to
an action brought for noncompliance only with a technoloa~
based effluent limit, not with any water quality-based
~ation. 40 CFR 3 122.41(n): see also Draft Permit at
21. EPA made clear in promulgating the final upset rule
that “water quality standards are ... legally required to
be met at all times,gt even during upset conditions. 49
Fed. Reg. 37,998, 38,038 (1984). For this reason, and
because it would have been practically impossible to
enforce, EPA rejected an industry-proposed upset defense
for violating water-quality based permit limits. e
Oklahoma v. EPI$, 908 F.2d 595, 613 (lOth Cir. 1990); G!+xK?&
granted 59 USLW 3672 (Apr. 2, 1991).

similarly, the I?storm exemptiontt provision Of part
44o does @ sanction a storm-caused violation of a &!.?&!s
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gua1itv standard. 40 CFR .6440.131(b) appliee only to ‘tan
overflow or excess discharge of effluent which does not
meet the [technology-based] limitations of 40 CFR Part
440.” m. Thue, any argument that analogizes a 10-year,
24-haur storm event to an “upset” would be to no avail.

OU? conclusion is not altered by 18 AAc 70.025.
This rule is not designed to excuse water quality
violations after they occur, but to juetify revieing the
criteria, on the basis of sits-specific criteria, before a
permit is iseued. NWF offere no comment on thie procedure
at this time, other than to express our view that it would
be inapplicable to violations of water quality etandards
reeulting from the Kensington diecharge.

Therefore, because most if not all of the effluent
limitations in the Draft Permit are water quality-baeed,
not technology-based, the regulatory upset provision will
not apply. ADEC thue musk be assured, before certifying
Kensington’e discharge as complying with ~ applicable
water quality requirements, that water quality stsndards
will not be violated if the facility experience llupsetll-
type conditions.

To summarize, ADEC and EPA must first aesure the
public that a Kensington dischsrge permit would incorporate
tha appropriate water quality standards. In addition,
before a permit is issued, ADEC or EPA must require
collection and analysis of adequate baseline data. Then,
unleee the applicant can demonstrate that the discharge
would comply with all applicable state and federal water
quality requirements, no permit should be iseued for this
facility. Furthermore, at a minimum, ADEC must consider
whether additional treakment would remove the need for a
mixing zone, and EPA must verify that determination. EPA
aleo must reviee the Draft Permit to limit the volume of
effluent that may be discharged, require prompt reporting
of all monitoring results, and prescribe actions to be
taken when monitoring results exceed established
threshold. For all the foregoing reaeons, NW requeets
that ADEc deny at thie time the requested certification for
the Kensington Venture gold project.
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NWF appreciates this opportunity to comment. Please
keep this office advised of future developments with
respect to the Kensington Venture permit application.

Sincerely,

QX?L.. X/Q%--&J-

Debra L. Donahue
Staff Counsel

cc: S. Douglas Miller, NWF
Director, Water Division, EPA-Region 10
Kenneth Mitchell, Tongass Nat$l Forest
Rick Richins, Kensington Venture
Marilyn Twitchell, SCLDF

*
J& Note Attached to the two preceeding NWF Ietterswas athird
E letterdatedAugust 30,1991 fromNWF toEPARegionX, Director,

Water Division. Thereferenced letter is19pages in length. After
thorough review, the Forest Service found that the letter did not
illuminate new points or did immaterially elucidate points made in
the preceding two letters, at least insofar as the DEIS is
concerned. It was determined that publishing a third lengthy,
repetitiveletterfrom thesameauthor would notenhance theFEIS.
Accordingly, the letter is on file at the Juneau Ranger District
Officeand canbe reviewed on request.
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Impact Statement

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
Kensington Gold Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) , The proposed project, which would be located
approximately 45 miles north of Juneau, Alaska, entails
development of an underground gold mine, ore milling, refining,
and associated surface support facilities, a marine terminal at
Lynn Canal, and a tailings impoundment located in the Sherman
Creek valley. The mine project has an expected life of 12 years
and would produce approximately 4,oOO tons of ore per day. Our
review is conducted in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), and EPA*s authorization under Section 309 of
the Clean Air Act to determine whether the overall impacts
associated with federally authorized actions are acceptable in
terms of environmental quality, public health, and welfare.

The proposed Kensington Gold Project requires a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from EPA.
Because the project is defined as a new source under the NPDES
regulation (40 CFR 122.2, and 122.29) and a major federal action
under the Clean Water Act [Section 511(c)(1)], EPA is required to
comply with NEPA prior to final action on the NPDES permit
application. EPA is therefore a cooperating agency on the
Kensington Gold Project EIS, and we have provided previous
written comments on the overall scope of the EIS, certain
background and baseline studies, and the preliminary draft
versione of the DEIS.

EPA has rated the DEIS as LO (Lack of Objections). A
summary of the EPA rating system for DEISS ie enclosed for your
reference. Based on our review of the EIS project alternativea
analysee previously provided to us, and reflected in chapter 4 of
the DEIS, EPA concurs with the Forest Service in the
identification of the modified version of the Applicant’s
Proposal (Alternative B) as the preferred alternative. EPA 8S

concerns pertain primarily to the possible downstream effecte

b
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associated with seepage of tailinge leachate to Sherman Creek and
with the traneport of eroded tailinge to Sherman creek following
reclamation, freshwater riparian and wetland habitat losses,
marine aquatic habitat impacts, and the indirect cumulative
effects associated with the project in conduction with other
mining projecte in the Juneau area. Our detailed comments on the
DEIS are attached.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIS. We would

be pleased to assist the Forest Service in eddressing our
comments. Rick Seaborne in the Environmental Review Section is
the lead contact person for this review and can be contacted at
(206) 553-8510 or (FTS) 399-8510.

sincerely,

&z2z’
F obert S. Burd

irector, Water Division

Enclosures

D
L
8!

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 10
Detailed Comments on Kensington Gold Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

941

942

‘ 943

1
1. -e 1-6. NPDES Permit Proqram, naragg~ph 2. sentence 2: EP8
reviews of the EIS are in accordance with Section 309 of the
Clean Air Act, not the Clean Water Act as indicated in the DEIS.

I 2. @q e-2-4. Lonq Hole. ODen StoDinq, Dar~raph ~: The DEIS
mentions that subsidence will not be a Droblem due in Dart tO the

1
!Ibulking effect of the broken material”; If this ia n~t
backfilled material how is the broken material otherwise involved
in the prevention of ground subsidence?

13. Paqe 2-46. Cover Material and Soil Replacement. Dar~Zap~:
Peat oxidizes when exposed to air. Would any of the stockpiled
peat be left and available for respreading after 14 years?

4. Paqes 2-49 throuah 2-55. Table 2-5: The following comments,
pertaining to Table 2-5, previously iterated in our comment
letter of May 8, 1991, are intended to further distinguish the
relative impacts associated with the project alternatives and
help clarify the rationale for selection of the preferred
alternative. This would also afford consistency with the more
detailed discussions of these relative impacts in chapter 4:

94.1

Thank you forthe clarifying information. Chapter 1 of the FEIS has been
revised to reflect your input.

94.2
The reference is to hanging wall material that will be induced to cave by mass
blasting for pillar recovery.

94.3
The DEISisin error andacorrection has been included in the FEI!3 Use of
peat ascover material would be very limited. Existing organic soils are a very
poor medium for promoting plant establishment. Itisexpected that mineral
soils will be used primarily for cover material since plant successional studies
in southeastern Alaska have shown this to be a more suitable plant growth
medium (see DEISpage 4-41).
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a. Fi heries s: the reletivs impacts to fisheries of the
alternatives are not consistently compared in the table. For
instance, when comparing alternatives B and E, the relative

~, 4 direct freshwater habitat losses, sedimentation effects (e.g.
from runoff and windblown tailings), seepage, spills, and marine
outfall effects are not compared. Aquatic resources are a
significant consideration; the most salient of the impacts should
be better distinguished in the table.

. r o a the relative impacts of alternative B and E
are not clear in the table.

945 ::;a;:;;;;:
In reference to Alternative E, what

mentioned in the comment above, bearing on
Which of the impacts of Alternative E are similar

to, or are different than, Alternative B?
t

94(s

‘c. Air Qualitv and Visibili tyi air quality is a significant
issue from both a resource and regulatory standpoint. The
differences in air quality impacts associated with alternatives B
and E are not indicated (e.g. suspended particulates-a
significant difference, power plant emissions, tailings handing).
Which air quality impacts are the same and which are different
(only the steam plume is mentioned under Alternative E)?

1
wetlands impacts are discussed in the table under

the “wildlife” (terrestrial only) category, yet wetlands perform

%.7 :LHR, flow stabilization, groundwater recharge, as well
as aquatic habitat and wildlife functions, and are important from

Ia regulatory standpoint. The wetland losees, and their relative

p
values, associated with alternatives D and E ehould be indicated.

L
m

1
e, ~echnical Feasibility: the geotechnical rieke (seismic, mass
movement) of dry tailings dispoeal should be described in the

m 94.$ table under ~vTechnical Feasibility~l.

f. ~~ : the relative reclamation success of dry vs. wet
tailings disposal is not addressed in the table (e.g. taking into

949 account eurface stability, availability of, and reapplication of
topsoil, etc.). Given the large acreages involved, this is an
important consideration vie-a-vie long-term effecte.

941(

5. Paae 3-11. Surface Water Qualitv. Sherm na Creek. Dar aaraph ~:
The DEIS refers to elevated nitrate concentrations in Ophir
Creek, Sherman Creek, and ground water in the underlying basin as
‘-high backgroundv~. The high nitrate valuee are accompanied also
by elevated ammonia concentrations, No good basis hae been
presented to indicate that the elevated nitrate and ammonia are
the result of natural background. These contaminants would seem
more likely the result of mining activities, unless shown
otherwise. Mitigation of ourrent and future nitrate and ammonia
contamination should be addressed in the FEIS.

9411[ 6. P~a . Dar acrravh 1. eentence 3: The
refer~nce for the wetlanda delineation study needs to be cited.

[

7, ~ 4-1. In troductioq Ths FEIS should describe the basic
for the subsequent diecusaions of cumulative effects, taking into
account the Council On Environmental Quality (CEQ) definition at

@.lZ 4oCFR 1508.7. Are the cumulative effects of other mining
projects only considered, and within what geographic region, and
why?

94.4
The impact tabls has been revised in the FEIS.

94.5

The impact table has been revised in the FEIS.

94.6
The difference between Alternative B and Alternative E is the incorporation of a
dewatered tailings disposal site in Alternative E, Asaresult, there would be
more pollutant emissions lnAlternative E, There would be slightly more
pollutant emissions from increased power plant use fordrying the tailings.
The most significant difference between the two alternatives, however, is the
amount of total suspended particulates (TSP)emissions from the tailings and
tailings haul to storage. The TSPemissions from Alternative Eare
approximately 6.5times larger than those in Alternative B. Asa result of these
TSP emissions, exceedances of the ambient air quality standards might occur

occasionally outside the Kensington property boundary from Alternative D.

94.7
Table 2-5 has been modified in the FEIS in response to your comment.

94.8
A table is provided in the FEIS which describes the geotechnical risks (seismic,
mass movement, avalanche, etc.) for both the dry and wet tailings options.

94.9

Additional information regarding reclamation of the dry vs. wet tailings
structures have been added to Table 2-5 inthe FEIS,

94.10
These concerns areaddressed in Chapter3, Surface Water Hydrology, Surface
Water Quality in the FEIS.

94.11
Thank you. The deficiency has been corrected,

94.12
Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS for an expanded discussion of actions
considered under cumulative effects.

94.13
Total suspended particulate (TSP)emissions from preprocessing will be
negligible because the process is thoroughly wet. The only possible emission
source from this process isthetransfer from the mill feed conveyor into the
SAG mill, Particulate emissions form this transfer operation (O.ltons per year)
are included in table 4.1.



[K’:fs:
. Producti Activity: The second paragraph of this

94.13 ~nil~i~sis,
section indicates that ore processing emissions sre not included

but ore processing total suspended particulate
(TSP) emissions are included in Table 4-1.

Alter at v B: The DEIS references the

9414 :is:~emissions inventory but doee not cite the reference for the
This reference should also be

cited in the FEIS.

~

The air quality impact analysie needs to reflect the moving

9415Oft~epropOeed
power plant to the location of the marine

term nal under the preferred alternative (as per Alternative D).

The FEIS should indicate whether the project is or is not
subject to Prevent&on of Significant Deterioration (PSD) review

~~~: and the basis for that conclusion. Because the project as a
whole would have the potential to emit less than 250 tons per

94,74

9417

94B

942/

year of any regulated pollutant, it would be exsmpt from PSD
review. However, because the power plant alone would have the
potential to emit more than 100 tons per year of nitrogen oxides,
the power plant would be subject to PS13 review if it has a total
heat input rate of more than 250 million Btu per hour and
generates electricity using steam (i.e., a combined cycle
turbine).

10. paae 4-4. Table 4-3: The Alaska etandard for particulate
was revised 7i21/91 to PM-10 (and is now the same as the federal
PM-10 standard). The table and footnote (a) should be corrected
accordingly.

11. Paae 4-4. Table 4-4: Thie table and the accompanying text
on page 4-2 (third column, top peragraph) have not included a
comparison of modeled TSP ~oncentratfons w$th the Class II PsD
increment for TSP (19 pgfm annual, 37 pgjm 24 hour). This
needs to be included in the FEIS to eupporti a demonstration of
project compliance with all applicable PSD increments.

12. we 4-7. Summary: The first paragraph on this page
indicatee that TSP emissions from Alternative E would be double
thoee of Alternative C. However, according to Table 4-8, TSP
emissions from Alternative E would bs over three times those of
Alternative C.

13. Pl? Uln ry: It is misleading for the last sentence
of thi~ ~ection to indicate that the project is not subject to
PSD regulations. Even if the project is not eubject to PSD
review, it still is subject to compliance with the PSD increment:
(and National Ambient Air Quality Standard).

14. Paqe 4-15, Mill and Tailinqs Pond Effluent Characteristics.
paraa HIDh 15: The toxicity of cyanate, thiocyanate, and cyanoge
chloride should be addressed in the FEIS (see Dauchy and others,
1980, ~Y anate to Danhnia Macrna: Bulletin of
Environmental Contamination and Toxicology, vol. 25, p. 194-
196) .

94.14
The reference for the emissions inventory and the dispersion modeling I%analysis is the same: TRC Environmental Consultants, Inc. (TRC). 1991. M sm
Quality Permit Application: Kensington Venture, Volume 1, Project7550-T12,
January 16, 1991 $

3
94.15
Pollutant concentrations at ground level resulting from turbine emissions are
influenced mainly by the surrounding terrain. If there is elevated terrain
located near the source, the emission plume will have less time to disperse
before impacting the terrain. Consequently, thedistance toelevated terrain is
adominant factorin inducing pollutant concentrations.

With gas turbines located near Comet Beach having emission rates identical to
those in Alternative B, it is expected that the maximum modeled air pollutant
concentrations outside the project boundary would be equal toor less than the
modeled concentrations resulting from the turbines located at the process
area. The reason for this is that the plume from the turbines located at Comet
Beach must travel further before impacting high terrain than the plume from
the turbines located at the process area.

94.16 1-$
The total annual emissions for each of the regulated pollutants from the
Kensington project are given in DEISTable 4.2. The250tons per year 1-$threshold for PSDapplicability isnotexceeded foranyof the pollutants, The e
maximum heat input rate forallthree turbines is 173 million Btu per hour,
below the250 million Btuperhour threshold for PSDapplicability, and the
turbines donotgenerate electricity using steam. From theabova information
it is clear that the Kensington Project is not subject to PSD review. This
discussion has been included in the FEIS

94.17
Thank you forthe clarifying information. The FEIShas been revised per your
input.

94.18
The baseline date for TSPhasnot been setin southeast Alaska, Therefore, the
PSD increment for TSPis not consumed and Kensingtonis not requiredto
show compliance with the PSDincrement for TSP. Nevertheless, air quality
dispersion modeling (TRC, 1991; Table 6,2) indicates that the maximum
annual and 24-hour modeled TSP concentrations outside the Kensington
property boundary are3.23ug/m3, and 17.71 ug/m3 respectively. These
concentrations are well below the Class llPSD increments forTSP(19ug/m3
annual, 37 ug/m324-hour). See FEIS Chapter 2 for additional discussion,

94.19
Thank you for pointing out the discrepancy.
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15. Paqe 4-19, Taf.linas DisDosal. vat aaraDh 7: Depending on the
trsnsDort path taken throuqh lenses of sand and gravel, leachate
could-bypass the seepage pond and discharge to Sherman” Creek.
Furthermore, the future conditions at the site following

94.?1andwasterock,reclamation will allow downstream transport of eroded tailings
Consequently, the toxicity and mobility of

tailings, tailings leachate, waste rock, and waste rock lsachate
are of particular importance.

.

Erosion of tailings and waste rock is projected to occur

942?
over the long-term. EPA cannot comment specifically on the
adequacy of the chemical leaching tests of these materials due to
the lack of information on materials used in the tests. The

source of the material and the representativeness of the chemical
composition relative to future mined ore should be provided to
EPA for review.
-

16. 13ZKIe4-24.-!la$tias Di DO QL D raa r4DfU: The DEIS
indicates that tailings pon~ e;fluen; could improve the ground
water quality. This does not appear plausible in light of the
projected concentrations of cyanide and its breakdown products,
and other species included in the dissolved fraction.

17. Paae 4-27. Marine Discharqes, Dara 9HN2W: The description
of the discharge plume gives only the height of the plume. The
three dimensional extent of the plume in relation to Lynn Canal
should be described for the purposes of determining the potential
impact on migrating fieh seeking to avoid concentrations of
pollutants.

G
00

t ‘a4-2’”ontivandov’DaraaraDh6
t ualit

gb% ~;ano91nechlorideua

:. The FEIS
needs to further snalyze the potential for cyanate, thiocyanate,

, and ammonia to threaten marine organisms.
Thess parameters should be included in assessing water quality

~impacts and in future monitoring.

19. Paae 4-38. Ta iUWrnpoundment. oaae 4-4 Cb_..Efm~
U’&m3?afive E ast Dar aqz.x@U.: The FEIS should diecuss the
notential for the conventional tailinqs impoundment in Sherman
&eek-to provide back-up containment ~f spills which may occur in

$Wl thevicinity of theproceseing area. Thiswouldn otbepossible
under the dry tailings dlspoaal alternative (Alternative E). The
potential risk of spills to Sherman Creek in the absence of back-
up containment offered by an in-stream impoundment should be
discussed under Alternative E.

20. Pa 4-44. SumEBrv. last varaq~p~: The DEIS diecusses
briefl~ ;he potential for re-establishment of wetlande on the

94,7$ to indicate whether this mitigation is being propoa& ;!%g”%~
surface of the reclaimed tailings impoundment(s).

more specifics on how this mitigation would bs deeigned and
constructed. Other compensatory mitigation options should be
analyzed as well.

21. E!aae 4-70. Cumulative Eff m: The FEIS should take into

94.29 to hOu.ing and public servlce~resulting from operation and
account the cumulative population increase and resulting impacts

shutdown of the Greens Creek Mine in addition to the Kensington
and A-J Mines.

94.20

None of the proposed alternatives would be major stationary sources as
defined under PSDregulations, andasaoonsequence the applicant has no
obligation to submit demonstrations of compliance with PSD permitting
requirements, However, theairquality permit application (TRC, 1991) does
indicate that the Kensington Project will meet National Ambient Air Quality
Standards and PSD increments.

94.21

The acute toxicity of cyanide has been well documented from an experimental
standpoint, There has been some confusion over thevalidity of the

information generated andthe interpretation of the results. Chronic cyanide
poisoning orchronic hazard levels have never been evidenced (Dangerous
Properties of Industrial Material, Dec. 1983). Acute cyanide toxicity is
essentially the result of an inhibition of metabolism. Thecyanogen
compounds are noncumulative poisons since they arrest the activity of all
forms of animal life (EPA 1985), Only undissociated hydrogen cyanide affects
the metabolic process, Strongly bonded compounds andcomplexes do not
react biologically,

Based on the applicants proposal to treat the cyanide leached material with a
strong oxidant prior to dischargeto the tailings pond, the majority of the
remaining (after treatment) total cyanide will be the strong acid dissociable
compound. These are generally iron based insoluble ororlly slightly soluble

complexes and therefore should, if the treatment process is designed and
operated correctly, beofiittle environmental concern. Chapter 20fthe FElS
presents a more detailed descriptive summary of the cyanide treatment
processes considered forthe Kensington project, Also see JMM(1992) for
additional discussion of this subject.

94.22
Please see DEIS Chapter 4, Surface Water Hydrology, Mill and Tailings Effluent

Characteristics and Ground Water, Tailings Disposal.

94.23
Please see response no, 93.41

94,24
This sentence was deleted inthe FEIS,

94.25
Theanalysis ofdischarge plume characterktic: Ilcludingv olume,s hapet

mean deplh, trapping Ievel, mean internal dilution ratio and probable organism
residence time, has been includedin Chapter40f the FEIS. A technical and
more complete discussion is presented in Kessler and Vigers (1992).



94.26
Please see response no. 94.21 for a discussion of cyanide toxioity and the
related formation products. Ammonia isafinal degradation product of
cyanide treatment, Cyanate breaks down under natural conditions to C02 and
ammonia, the rate of the reaction is dependent upon the reaction conditions.
The available laboratory information (Lakefield No. 4) from the Kensington
metallurgical testing indicates, as expected, the longer the reaction time, a
greater conversion from cyanide to oyanate to ammonia. Available test data
indicate that a total ammonia formation of 1 to 2 mg/I could be expected from
the mill effluent. No seawater criteria have been adopted for ammonia and
ammonia discharged into an open seawater environment at the expected
levels is normally not a problem. This is not the case for freshwater streams
where very acceptable ammonia concentration levels have been defined.
Ammonia in the presence of chlorine will form mono and dichloramines.
These are stable disinfectants often used in water treatment. However, under
the conditions of the tailings pond and Lynn Canal these mine products would
be expected to decompose rapidly,

Operational monitoring for the Kensington project would be site specific with
stations located in and around the proposed mixing zone (See Draft NPDES
Permit, Appendix D), Unless a serious accident or spill were to occur no acute
alkaline chlorination or cyanide related toxicity problems would be anticipated
as a result of a continuous marine discharge from the project.

94.27
Chapter 4 of the FEIS has been revised per your suggestion.

94.28
At this time, final approval of the impoundment design has not been granted
by the Alaska Department of Natural Resources or the Corps of Engineers
(COE). Therefore, any wetlands mitigation discussions among the Kensington
Venture and involved agencies can only be conceptual.

Wetlands could be re-established on the surface of the reclaimed tailings
impoundment area by developing wetlands in areas adjacent to the re-
constructed stream channels. In addition, there would be an area on the
surface of the reclaimed tailings where a small pond would remain.
Vegetation around the pond site would be established creating additional
wetland habitat. Wetland habitat would be designed in conjunction with the
stream channel relocation aspect of final project reclamation.

The COE initiated review of the Kensington Venture’s proposed project. The
COE has indicated that construction of the channel diversion and tailings
embankment structure might be considered mitigation through protection of
downstream water quality, Reclamation of the project will provide additional

mitigation measures. A detailed reclamation plan including wetlands
mitigation will be included in the Plan of Operations, as required by 36 CFR
228.4 (c). The plan will also be a key component of the CBJ Large Mine
Permit.



t

Also, the indirect cumulative effects of the Kensington Gold
Project are not diecussed in the DEIS. The local population

94.30 ~oje.te WO.M be eiqfnificant.
creaee attributable to the Kensington, A-J, and Greens Creek

Thie population growth will in
turn result in increaeed surface runoff, non-point eource

:

!

pollution, increaeed traffio, li!lht,and noiee, lose of

94.3’21
terrestrial habitat, etc. The FEIS needs to addreee the indirect
cumulative effecte of mining development in the Wneau area which
would otherwise not occur in the abeence of such development.

I ‘aqe4-77*Effecta0fA1’e-’veB
22. : The potential for
replacement of wetland functione and valuee at the location of

~.?l ~~:~ga~~on opportun~t.~eeneed to be d~ecuseed in the FEIS as aimpoundment neede to be further diecueeed. Compensatory

component of the reclamation plan.

The 1992 Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act contained
provisions making it necessary for the Corps of Engineers to change some
regulatory procedures concerning wetland delineations (the act mandated the
use of the Corps 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual instead of the 1989
Federal Manual for Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands).
Recent guidance from the office of the Chief of Engineers in Washington D.C,
has instructed the COEtore-evaluate all pending permit actions and pending
wetland delineations to determine ifthe wetland delineations are substantially
the same or substantially different as a result of the above change in

regulatory procedures,

The COE has reviewed the Kensington Gold Mine Project file and other
applicable information as directed by the Chief of Engineers. Their preliminary
determination of the wetland delineation for this project is substantially the
same,

94.29
The operational cycle of the Green’s Creek Mine is included in the baseline
analysis of population projections.

94.30
In relation to Juneau’s ten year average growth rate of 2,31 percent, the
average annual rate of growth of 1.2 percent projected for the first four years
of the mine’s development is neither unprecedented nor unexpected. As
indicated by the divergent baseline scenarios, there is a great deal of
uncertainty about the future population of theCBJ, The number of Juneau
residents could feasibly increase by 2,851 persons during the same time
period even without the mine’s development. Therefore, effeots such as
increased surface runoff, non-point souroe pollution, etc, are not a
consequence of the Kensington mine in particular, but rather a consequence of
the overall general increase in population expected for the Juneau area,

94.31
Please see response no. 93.58.
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Kenneth E. Mitchell
District Ranger
Juneau Ranger District
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

August 30, 1991 q5
Dear Mr. Mitchell,

I am completely opposed to the Kensington mine project as it is
proposed. The meetings held locally to inform the public about
the proposed mine project seemed clearly to promote and defend
the project rather than to honestly answer questions and address
concerns raised.

.

1
The company that performed the Environmental Impact Statement was
hired by the mine company. This alone prejudices the report. It
was not done by an independent unbiased agency, but by an agency
that wishes to get contracts from other mining companies to do

451 other such atudieg in the future. lfow many such contracts would
they receive if they reported findings that indicsted the mine
might negatively impact the environment?

The extreme scantiness of the studies of marine life in the
watera eround Sherman Point cleerly indicatas the inadequacy of
this EIS. Even the State Department of Fish and Game requested

Please insist that a real EIS be done by an
952 ~$~~~~~~d~;eney that does thorough year-round monitoring of

the site to provida baeeline data. Without thig information you
D cannot know what there ia to impsct, let slone whet the impacts
L would likely be of the proposed discharge of poisons.
4
N The hydrologists, fisheries biologists, geologists and other

“experts” spoke to the public from the perspective of salespeople
promoting the mine. I waa chocked to hear fiaheriea biologists
publicly testify that twelve years’ discharge of 2500 gallons per
minute of heavy metals and toxic chemicala into the clean watera
of the Lynn Canal would not significantly impact any of the
marine life there. Shocked but not surprised.

I have many carefully reasoned arguments againat the proposed
mine project. It ia not a sound proposal economically,
environmentally, socially, or aesthetically. There is, however,
a bottom line which cannot be ignored and which must, therefore,
ba stated first.

Quite simply, accidents happen. This needs no elaboration in
light of such incidents aa the Exxon Valdez oil spill, the
derailment of a trainload of toxic herbicides into the Sacramento
River, and the diesel spill which has alraady occured at the
Kensington mine site. No clean-up plan could adequately cope
with tha failure of Kensington’a proposad tailinga dam, a rupture
of tha discharge pipe, a chemical or fuel spill from an off-
loading tanker at the mine site, or any one of a number of other

95.1

The Forest Service has prepared the EIS under a third party contractor

agreement with ACZ, Inc, as provided for under CEQ regulations (see 40 CFR
1506.5 and CEQ Forty Most Asked Questions).

95.2

The EIS contractor has no financial interest in the outcome of the project as
required by the regulations cited in response no,95.1, Statements of Financial
Interest from the contractor and all subcontractors are available in the planning

record.

I



very possible accidents. No amount of money could compensate for
the damage thus caused.

This, then, is the bottom line. The Kensington mine project is
unacceptable because it is sited in an unpolluted watershed and
no accident must be allowed to happen here. Since no guarantees
can possibly be made that no human error, environmental event
(such as an earthquake) or other catalyst will ever cause a
major, polluting accident at the proposed Kensington mine site at
Sherman Point in the Lynn Canal, this mine must not be allowed to
proceed.

There are, however, a multitude of other arguments against the
mine aa it is proposed. Bob Dick, of the Forest Service, when
asked if he knew of any mine operating in southeest Alaska that
had never had any violations of the terms of its permits
answered, “No.” That is another bottom line position. There is
no reason to expect that this mine will be different from eny
other in complying to the terms of its Dermit.

I
Already the mine company has shown several indications of
eagerness to save money at the cost of operating in an
environmentally sound way. Kensington proposes to dump toxic

%9 ~nst~tute the more e~pensiv~ and .~e~ne~ ~~ternative of a
waste into the pristine waters of the Lynn Canal rathsr than to

wastewater treatment plant. Their tailings dam design is very
similar to dam designs that have failed elsewhere.

$%4 designed for arid climates, not to withstand the he~e~;;;;l
of southeast Alaska. The mine company ia not proposing to
backfill tailings and use dry storage for exCess tailings, which

~ 95.5,a ain would be the more expensive and cleaner operating
technique.

4

Kensington must not be allowed to put sny discharge back into the
Lynn Canal that ia not as clean as the water already in this

4

wilderness fjord. No operation of the mine should be allowed
without a tailings dam to the best of available technology

95, cl::~:ned and built to last for perpetuity, regardless of economic
Why should the mine company be able to gather a quick

profit and leave us with the probability of a toxic mess to clean
up in the future?

[

Although I do not believe they should be, if permits are granted
to Kensington to operate their proposed mine at Sherman Point,
there must be continuous independent monitoring of all aspects of

95.7‘~eirOPeration to ensure that any violations are recognized and
r ported in a timely manner. “Independent” means monitoring by
an agency n~ in the employ of the mine as the environmental
impact statement agency was.

The Greena Creek Mine near Juneau has been cited for numerous
violations of its permits and has continued to operate outside of
the standards set to protect the environment. This is
unacceptable anywhere, but certainly in the Lynn Canal. The
current Foreat Service policy of allowing companies to continue

95.3

Please see response no. 4.5.

95.4
Please see response no. 87.6.

95.5
Please see response no, 7.4.

95.6
Please see response no. 7.5.

95.7
Please see responses no. 83.5 and 95.1.
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operations while out of compliance with the standards required by
their permits is another strong argument againet opening this
mine at all.

Kensington should only be allowed to proceed with the
understanding that the mine operations must be shut down
immediately once s violation is reported until such time that the
mine cen operate within compliance to state rind federal etandards
for water quality, etc.

There are several economic arguments to be made againet this
mine. The fisheriee resources of the Lynn Canal form the
backbone of the Haines economy, as well as providing important
food sources for the community’s reeidents. The fishery is a
renewable resource, particularly valuable since it ia the only
salmon apawning system in southeast Alaska that lies entirely
within US borders. This offers rich opportunities for
aquiculture projects to sustain and increase our fish runs. The
proposed mine acutely threatens this long-term, valuable and
sustainable resource.

95.8
Each agency issuing permits on the Kensington Project would have standards

for mine shutdown, If a violation occurs that causes an immediate threat of
irreparable damage or harm the Forest Service would seek injunctive relief in

the form of a court order which would require the operator to cease Ihe
violation, This would be done in accordance with Forest Service Manual, Title

2800- Minerals and Geology.

95.9
Please see response no. 4.2,

Tourism is another strong contributor to the Haines economy. The
aesthetic disaater of the propoeed Kensington mine with ita huge
scar on the lovely green hillside, half-mile tailings dam,
noisy, gmoking power plants, large tankers full of toxic
chemicsls and fuels, buildings defscing a beautiful wilderness
site, and general industrial appearance cannot be overestimated.
Tourists psying for vacations in Alaska are trying to avoid
exactly such sights aa this. The selling point of the Lynn Canal
to tourists is its beauty, cleanliness, quiet and wilderness feeling.
All this would be violated by the proposed mi’ne and would take
its toll of tourist dollars.

The proposed mine would have negative social affects on the 95.10

community of Haines if the community is used by the mine as a Please see response no. 43.
support site and worker housing site. If it isn’t, there is
really no economic argument in favor of the mine as far as the
community of Hai.nes is concerned.

95.11

Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS for an expanded discussion of the

The mine is projected to run for twelve years. This very ehort- socioeconomic impactson Haines.
term project, compared to fisheries and tourism, would promote
the boom-bust cycle that no healthy community desires. Haines is
slowly and steadily growing using only ita natursl beauty and
renewable resources as income sources, No mine is needed here,
and one could actually be detrimental if the community first
expanded and then had to contract to accommodate the mine’s
twelve-year operation plan.

This is the time for an awakening on the part of such federal
reglllatory agenCieS as the Forest Service and the Environmental
Protection Agency. All over the country people are experiencing
the negative effectg to their health, homes and livelihood of
just such projects as the one Kensington proposes. Many of us
have moved to Alaska to get away from the polluted air and water
of the “lower 48.”

3
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Let’s begin a timely new trend in industrial development. Let’s

95.

agree that some places are just not appropriate for this kind of
operation; they are simply too valuable in every way juet as they
are to be risked for dubious economic gains. Certainly the Lynn
Canal ia such a place. 95.12

The Kensington Project is within lands designated by Congress as open to
If the Foreat Service and the EPA insist on taking the enormous
risk of an accident despoiling this pristine environment, let’s

mineral entry, The Tongass Land Management Plan (Forest Plan) recognizes

at least ensure that everything that can be controlled ia done to
this designation.

the very highest standards poaaible with the latest technology
available, regardless of short-term expense to the company. If
mining can, in fact, be done in a way that doea not cause
environmental degradation, let’s prove it here by insisting that
Kensington develop the prototype of a modern, clean mine.

Let thare be objective, thorough research etudies done to
establiah the baaeline data on the wildlife use, marine
resources, air and water quality at the site. Let the beat
possible wastewater treatment plant be instituted. Let dry
tailings be backfilled into the mine and excess tailings be
stored dry. Lat every aspect of the operation be monitored at
every step by an unquestionably impartial agency to ensure that
the higheat possible standarda for environmental purity are being
maintained.

Let there be well-thought out, tested, and complete accident
clean-up plans with the equipment and knowledge to carry them out
regardleas of axpenae to the company. Let there be the maximum
possibla aaaurance that the site will be restored to its
pramining condition when operations ceaae regardless of expense
to the company. Undar these conditions and no other should the
mining company ba permittad to operate the Kensington mine.

Unless the EPA and the Forest Servica havcexcellent reason to
believe that all this can and will be dons, I urgently request
that you deny all operating permits for the Kensington mine. The
Lynn Canal ia one of the last truly clean placea on our planet.
Please, let’s keep it that way.

Sincerely,
‘)”-
Lt “-$~Cecilv S ern

P.O. iOX 696
Hainea, Alaska 99827
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Re: Kensington Gold Project
Comments on the OP,lS

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

INC.
W37) 27 S0347

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement regsrding the Kensington Cold
Project. This mine. haa the potenttnl of provirling severel
hundred good-paying, year-around, cloee-to-home, skilled jobs for
the Juneau area. This is particularly important for Alanka due
to the need for diversification of the utate’o economy. Job
opportunities in oil and gas, timber and fishing are either
atagnent or in decline. Mining ia the best alternative for
providing new jobs.

The U.S. Forest Serivce is to be complimented for the
thoroughness and detail of this document. It ia obvious that n
tremendous amount of work haa gone into this TLEIS. It is alao
encouraging to see that the EIS process can be undertaken using
ecience, facts and logic rather thnn the emotion and rhetoric
that ie eo often uoed to stop projects or meke them too costly to
be profitable for the owner.

The Alaaka Miners Association (AMA) supportn opening of the
Kensington Mine. After reviewing the DEIS we see that the mine
can be opened in an environmentally sound manner. There are some
areas where improvements can be made, but the document covers all
of the relevant isauea and does so in sufficient detail.

The Alaska Miners Association is concerned that the mine will be
opened in an environmentally sound manner. In this day of
increaaed environmental concern it is crucial that mining
operation show the commnnitiee where they operate and the

general public that negative environmentel effecte, if nny, will
be addressed and kept to a minimum, It ia also crucial that the
very positive effects of mining be clearly communicated to the
community and the general public.
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“!OU will no doubt find the several minor inconsistencies thnt
exist at various Iocstions in the l)EIS document. These items are
not material but rather are minor diacrepanciea that will be
corrected by a thorough review before the FEIS is completed. It
is recognized that this document is not an engineering design,
but rather an initial evaluation to insure thnt all of the major
aapects of the project are recognized and that the impacts nre
defined. The DEIS does effectively addresa all of the major
issues but we do have some auggestiona for improvements.

Our recommendation involve three main areaa. First, we nrge you
to not be swayed by the hype, emotion and rhetoric that have
characterized the public comment meetings. Second, there ere
some parts of the document that are not as clear as they should
be. Third, the document does not go far enough in showing the
benefits that the mine will provide for the Juneau community ,
southeaet Alaskn, the state es a whole and the nation.

Firstly, we urge you to continue to focus on the facts and
science of the project. We have attended the hearinga and we
have heard the hype, emotion and rhetoric that haa been used
againat this project. We urge you not tn he affected by this
pressure. If there are legitimate concerns they must be
adflresaed and dealt with using sound engineering aolutiona. What
concerns the AMA ia thet moat of the argumenta that keep
reappearing are not based on fact or science.
based

They appear to be
on the pseudo-religious belief that wants nothing natural

to be affected in any way. Thnt belief is not going to
fta

chnnge
position by negotiation and compromise. If you change the

stipulations to do what they want now, they will merely raise new
objections. Their objectives are to caaae delaya and changes in
the project that will cost the developer time and money, with the
hope that the developer will become frustrated and abandon the
project. The argument claima insufficient studies, not enough
baaeline data, not enough yeara of observation, etc. These
argumentm are very predictable no matter what the project, no
matter how many studies, obaervationa, samples, or millions of
dollars of studiee have already been performed.

The argumenta againat discharges into the inlet and against
mixing

the
zone fit the above discuaaion precisely. The facta and

actence show very clearly that the discharges and m{xing zone
meet the water quality standarde. When logic and reaaoning are
added to the facts and science, it becomes even more obvious that
the discharges are incredibly miniscule.

e

%.1

We feel that additional data should be included in the EIS that
will help put the discharge and the volume of tailings into
perspective. In particular, the quantities of and composition of
the glacial material naturally flowing into the inlet should be 96.1
Included in the EIS. This data should be given for eech of the
streams that flow into the inlet and compared first with the mine While we agree that the data you suggest including inthe FEIS would help
discharge and then with the entire volume of tailinga to be establish a framework for discussion, the data are not readily available. Since
placed in the tailings impoundment. this information is not essential to describing the impacts of the project we

cannot justify the expense of collecting it.
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The possible effects of the mine and of helicopter flights on the
mountain goats is now becoming an ieaue. It should be noted that
work haa been occurring in the mine aree for over ten years with
no apparent effect on the goats. Examples should he included in
the EIS from other locationa where the presence of an operating
mine haa not adveraely affected but rather benefited the wildlife
populations. My personal knowledge of this includee Rocky
Mountain Bighorn Sheep in Alberta, Cenada, whitetailed deer in
North Dakota, moose in interior Aleska, end Dan Sheep in
interior Alaska. If you need additional information or contact
namea, please contact me.

It is very unfortunate that the Environmental Protection Agency
does not allow the marine disposal of tailings. This is cleerly
the moat environmentally sound way of dealing with the tailinga.
We are surprised that tho~e opposed to the impoundment are not
calling for marine disposal. This topic ia mentioned in the DEIS
but it should be expanded. Not allowing morine disposal of
tailinga ia a political decision that goes againat logic and
against sound science. By far the least effect on the
environment will occur if marine disposal is used and this should
be clearly presented in the FllIS even if it is not allowed at
this time.

The third major area where the EIS should be improved involves
the benefits the mine will provide. Much of the public concern
has centered on the potential negative changea that may occur if
the mine fa opened. However, the many and diverse benefite are
not addressed ES thoroughly aa needed.

Safety of workera in n mine is a constant focus snd concern in
modern mining operation. All mine employees are trained and
then retrained every year on safety practicea, safe work
procedures, fire fighting, mine rescue, ftrat aid, etc.
all

This ia
required by federal law and many companies supplement that

training with their own requirements. The result ia that moat
mines are now safer placea to work than normal home or commercial
construction. There la, however, a major benefit to the
community, that i8 often not recognized. Becauae of
training

their
to be careful and to uae proper work techniques,

lifting, bending, etc., the miners wI1l provide a higher level of
safety consciousness in the community. Also in the same vetn,
history has shown that the first aid training that the miners
receive aa part of their jobs will find more uae in their homes
and communities than at the mine. The effect ia that the entire
community benefits.

The addition of another mine in the Juneau area will also be of
potential benefit for the existing workers at the Greens Creek
Mine, Each mine baa mine rescue teams eapecf.ally trained for uae
in the event of major accidents or problems. A mutual benefit
will result to both mines with the availability of a larger
number of these highly trained rescue teamfl. Oftentimes the
aeriouanesa of an accident can be reduced by rapid reaponae and
this can be better insured with more temma in the area.

96.2
It has been documented that some mining operations create a “refugee ffect”
and oan be beneficial toa variety of big game populationsin the western
United States. However, there inconsiderable evidence inthe literature to
suggest that mountain goats maybe more prone than other species to
displacement from loud noise sources such as helicopters. Therefore,
comparisons to observed mining effects on other species may not be
meaningful for use in assessing the effects of mining on the Lions Head
mountain goat populatiorr. On the other hand, the fact that population
projections estimated from observed numbers of mountain goats inthe l-ions
Head Mountain area are similar to carrying capacity projected by the HSI
model forthis area may indicate that mountain goats have acclimated or
adapted, tosomedegree, topast exploration activities. It isimportant to note,
however, that few studies have documented what effects displacement has
had on the overall health of a mountain goat population and that the effects of
mining-related activities on mountain goat populationsin southeast Alaska
habitats have not been studied previously, Ongoing ADF&Gmonltoring
studies of the Lions Head mountain goat population should increase our
understanding of the potential effeots of mining activityon mountain goat

populations in southeast Alaska.

96.3
Submarine tailings disposal has been determined by EPA to be not
permittable under the Clean Water Act, See DElSChapter2.

96.4
The benefits to the current Juneau residents are not as great as those derived
by the new workforce that will come to Juneau specifically to work at the
Kensington mine. The traditionally low rate of unemployment in Juneau
results in little demand for increased property taxes for Juneau home owners
while increased demand for rental units means higher costs for current renters.
The City has no ownership interest in the Kensington project and will not
receive royalties from themine’s production. Thelowmil rate that the City
applies to off-road property generates little tax revenue to offset the inevitable
costs of serving a larger population. The FEISdoes point out that the

Kensington project offers high-paying year round employment opportunities
andtothe extent that current residents are included as apart of the workforce,
this benefit can be captured,

96.5
While it may be true that the safety-consciousness of miners is higher than that
of other occupations, wrlesst heskillsa ndabilitya reavailablef orpublic
access (such asa volunteer group) it isunlikely that the benefit of such
practices will be realized outside of their immediate family unit or
neighborhood.
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The general level of community services should increaae becauee
of the increaaed number ‘of people. Private buainesaea will be
able to offer more variety and selection and the competition
should increaae, all to the benefit of all the residenta of the
Juneau araa. The University should be able to offar a wider
aelactfon of claaeea, etc. It may be that no one area will see a
major expansion, but the generel level of aervicea should
Improve and thla needa to be clearly ahown in the FEIS.

The addition of more than 200 new non-aeaaonal joba should
provide a atebilizing effect for the economy of aoutheaat Alaaka.
There ia, of course, an influx of short-term workera into the
local community to work in tourism and this ia good for the
economy . The fishing industry ia alao good for the economy,
especially in those yeara that have equitable prices and a good
catch. But the mine employees WI1l be Alaakana; they will be
local reaidenta with familiea. They will pay property taxea and
will not be taking their hard-earned money out of the community,
but rather will be making Juneau their home.

All industries will benefit from tbe opening of the Kensington
Mine. They will benefit from added levels of products in
atorea.

the
They will not breve to stock aa much in their own

buainesaea. This will help reduce the operating budget for
everyona who buys the products. That fncludea fishermen, the
construction industry, tourism buaineaaea, atata and local
governments, and other mines.

There are alao significant revenue benefits that will accrue to
the City and Borough of Juneau directly from the increased
property tax which will be paid by the miners. In thfs time of
declining atate oil revenues and of declining atate budgets, such

increaaea in revenuea will ba extremely important. Tncremeaa in
mining and the diversification that reaulta will provide a more
atable tax baae and allow for more effectiva management for local
government.

The entira iaaue of economic atabllity haa not been addreaaed as
thoroughly in the DEIS aa should be done. One aapect of this is
that mines often operate longer than first eatfmatad becauae
additional ore reserves are located during the mine life. Also,
new technological proceaaea are often developed that allow for
proceaaing of lower grade rock that was previously uneconomical.

In conclualon, tha Alaaka Miners Aaaociation helievea this EIS
can be improvad with the addition of the changea that we have
recommended and we look forward to a rapid completion of the FEIS
and the opening of the Kensington Mine.

Slnc~ely, .—

5A%%-%%%
Exacutive Director

96.6

The general increase in community services, in terms of private businesses, is
pointed outonpage 4-650fthe DElS. Theoperational expenditures of the
mine and the personal expenditure of its employees are captured by industries
that are far removed from themine’s operation and which serve to benefit the

public in general. Anincrease inthenumber ofpeople will only be foliowed
by increased services when additional costs areincurred to provide those
services, Such ascenario is depicted inthe FEIS and, in fact, results in the
community experiencing afiscal deficit asa result of themine’s operation.

96.7
The increases in property tax are only significant if net revenue accruing to the
CBJ is positive. Assuming percapita expenditures remain constant through
thelife of theproject, theanalysis conducted torthe DElS (page 4-68) shows
the community experiencing a fiscal deficit throughout the first half of the
project’s development, This isinclusive of theexpected revenues from
property taxes collected from themine-related workforce, An additional
burden is placed on current homeowners as the mine-related demand for
housing inflates assessed values andincreases property tax payments.

The FEIS is based on information contained in the applicant’s proposal and
theanalysis conducted fortheexpected life of the project, Risk and
uncertainty are presumably built into the applicant’s feasibility analysis and
incorporated in the decision to proceed with the mine’s development. While it
is possible that additional reserves maybe located and the longevity of the
mine extended, it is equally likely that the mine could be shutdown sooner
than expectedas aresult of fluctuating gold prices.
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U.S.F.S.
Juneau Ranger District
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneaur Alaska 99801

p 97.2

Re: Public Hearing - Haines, Alaaka
Kensington Gold Project

Gentlemen!

Alaskan’s Inc., a non-profit State wide organization of
concerned citizens on environmental and economic matters, has
closely followed the testimony given at public hearings and the
media presentation relative to the development of the Kensington
mine.

We believe the flureaucracy, responsible for the surveillance
and decisions as to how this mine will be built and operated, has
the professional expertise to see that it is done in an
environmentally sound manner.

97.1

We commend Echo Baya decision to respond to the concerns of Thank you for your comments.
fishermen who feel that to discharge waste water north of Point
Saint Mary’s could have a harmful effect on marine habitat. It
ghows that Echo Bay is willing to spend a great deal of money to
move the discharge point to a more active tidal fluehing area.

We, Alaskanra Inc. favor the development of this mine under
the guidelines established by law which dictates it be done in an
environmentally sound manner.

The community of Juneau and Hainee as well as the State of
Alaska will then benefit from this project. JUNEAU

Sincerely, flAN(?ERDIswwT

ALASKAN’S INC. ,.-.gfgf

J?fq /&4f&?

John J. Schnabel o!sTfllLl R4NGEFI
Manager DEPUIY RANGER=

S/j A%
F&W

cc : U.S. EPA, Park Place Building, 13th Floor, B&t

1200 Sixth Ave., WD-134, Seattle, WA. 981~
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SALMON BAY PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION
PO BOX 020241 JUNEAU, ALASKA

Acrgust30,1991

Mr. Ken Mitchell
Dktrlct Ranger
Juneau Ranger District
846S Old Dab-y Road
Juneau, Alaska 998o1

COMMENTS ON KENSINGTON EIS k

Yrmr agency released the voluminous Kemdngton draft Environmental Impact Statement at the start of
the commercial salmon season, ftdtowing a pattern of release of impmtant docnments when those most
affected by them have the least amount of tfme to read m comment O“ them. Most of the lt)tl mcmbem of
the Salmon Bay Protective Association are on the water fishing for a living during the comment period.
Thetefnre, please allow additional thn< after rfte &Me of the ~ea%onin ~~tob~r for ~dmi~~ion of
comments Into the record for your conaideratfon.

l.fn St3FA’s oral teatlmony which 1 presented before yo” ]“ J“IW.WJ I $“bmllfe~ for the W.cor~ a letter

written last fall to EPA’S Joe Roberto. The letter documented how a Mr. Mudder, a clwmiat for the
Homestake Mhdng Co, In Lead South Dakota, plagiarized the work of anntfmr chemist cmlcerning the
effec! of cyanhie on flab and failed to report the actual measured impact of CN, aa opposed to ila
estimated effect.

2.fn other words, a published text on the subject reported a higher impact of cyanide through a tesf
than the estimate Mr. Mudder reported and Mr. Mudder obviously used the same text as the source of
both the estimate and test but failed fo cite the text as the source. Please append the letter I gave you
at the hearing to my comments here.

3. I was dismayed that the draft EIS mskes Mr. Mudder’s analyais the lynch pin of its cyanhfe
discussion, Mudder 1990 page 4-32 EIS. We are opposed to a total cyanide measurement only, aa a
standard, because, contrary to Mr. Mudder, FECN can be more toxic when Ingested by fish and subjected
to acidic conditlona In the stomach where the relative benign form he proposes to measure breaks dew”
into a highly toxic form.

4. Thla reliance of the SfS on inaccurate cyanide data, in my mind, seriously weakena the credibility of
the document concemlng the affects of chemicals on the marhre environment.

.5.To prevent ●ither chronic or cataatcophic entry of toxins into the marine environment, the SISI’A
rmmmenrk

- ● that the Forest Service require d~ storage of all waate rock and tailings hauled back into the empty
-holes the mine excavates,
“ a secondary water treatment ptant, in addition to the settiing frond, wi~ich eliminates trmics at the
end of the pipe to l/l@I of the LCSOfor the mosf sensitive organisms-- eg crab larvae and juveniles,
Jerring iawa, and salmon smolta,
.“ a concrete dam to contain all tailings before storage in the mine shafts,
● that all fuel or toxic substance tanks of any capacity be enclosed by four foot

high conccete wails. We observed s00 gatlon fuel tanks without such protection,
“ that at least two 40 foot vessets be ready for launch at all times with IWOmiles of sea boom on site to

~nntain any apill$ while unloading materials,
● that no further development be allowed unfii alter one yesr of baseline studies are completed which
reveal the background Ievefs of heavy metals in blue mussels, salmon fry, and sculp ins atfour sites

~bove and below the proposed mixing zone,
“ that no mixing zone be aRowed in Lynn Csnal to dilute poflutimr.

SFJPAcements i

98.1
Please see response no, 1,1,

98.2
The EPA, during the NPDES permit process, will determine the CN discharge
limits based on the analysis of total CN. Total CN analysis includes all forms
of the compound. Total cyanide is the only form of the compound with
analytical procedures recognized by EPA, No effluent will be permitted that
does not meet both fede(al and State standards,

98.3
Please see response no. 7.4,

98.4
Please see response no, 4.5.

98.5
Based on the analysis of tailings dam stability presented in Chapter 4 of the
DEIS we can find no basis for requiring a concrete tailings dam. In fact, for
some earthquake situations an earth fill dam is more stable than a concrete
dam in that it can be less brittle.

98.6
Fuel storage is required to conform with EPA regulations (40 CFR Part 112)
and ADEC regulations (Alaska Oil Pollution Control Law and the Alaska Oil and
Hazardous Substances Releases Law). The DEIS in Appendix A, Part E
(Applicants Proposal, Spill Prevention Control Plan) discusses fuel storage and
controls proposed by the Kensington Venture,

98.7
EPA, ADEC and the U.S. Coast Guard are responsible for administering spill
containment requirements and as such have more expertise than the Forest

Service in evaluating the need and efficacy of the suggestion. Your comments
have been forwarded to these agencies for their consideration,

98.8
A requirement of the NPDES Permit, if one is issued, would be to initiate
monitoring of heavy metals in organisms in the project vicinity within 60 days
of the effective date of the permit. The permit would be issued after the
Record of Deoision is signed, which would provide for at least one year of

heavy metal monitoring prior to any effluent being released. The draft NPDES
Permit (Appendix D) stipulates that three indicator species would be
monitored: blue mussels (Myths eduh), sea urchin (Strangy/ocerWotm
droebachiensis), and a polychaete species. These species are prone to

bioaccumulate heavy metals and would be at greater risk of doing so than
salmon fry and sculpins, Samples would be collected quarterly in the
immediate vicinity of the outfall and at four other sites in the area. Other
requirements for heavy metal monitoring are outlined in the draft permit.

98.9
Please see response no. 4.5.



Following the several thousand gallon spill of 011into Sherman Crer!k by the Kensington Venture last
year, I observed a small diameler oil boom deployed wllly nilly acrnssthe mouth. Walrr ran over and
under IL II seemed to me ●n tflerthou~ht ralher than an engineered solullrm. [hrly a sea boom with a
curtain can seriously contain spilis in the walers of Lynn Canal which too frequently has seasin excess
of SIXfeetduring the winter.

6. Finally, we request lhe Forest Service require Ihc Kensington Venture posl ● bond equal 10 the
capitalized value of the commercial fleet that relies on the canal, At $1,s0,000per commercial fishing

operationand●bout2S0vesselsreliant on the flshecy for a substantial pmtlon of Iheir voiume, the bond
wotild exceed30 million dollars. The Kensington Venture admlited al the CffJ’s tastpubllc hearing on
the project that they would not voluntarily provide a bond and would fnrce fishermen trrlitigate and
prove their Imsea.A bond would be the best Incentiveto insure no accldenb mew.

,.;7g.. .--.—-—....<<42A “=--=a
Alan Sfeln .
President

98.10
Please see response no, 7.5.
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement Kensington Gold Project

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

This report contains the comments of the Alliance for Juneau’s Future, Inc. on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement Kensington Gold Project dated June 1, 1991.

The AJF is a Juneau based organization formed in the spring of 1989 for the purpose
of diversifying the economy of the City and Borough of Juneau. It was founded
primarily because of the anticipated fall in petroleum related revenues to the State of
Alaska and the expected impacts on State employment within the CBJ as well as to
CBJ revenues. The AJF is particu\ar\y interested in the benefits of economic
diversification resulting from mining, energy development and improved transportation
access. ft has been closely following the development of both the Kensington and A-J
Mines since its inception. The AJF has over 500 members and receives its funding
from private sources. {t does not receive financial support from any level of
government nor has it accepted funds from any operating mining companies.

In its review and analysis of the Kensington DEIS, the AFJ approached the task by
breaking it out into subject matter that would take advantage of the AJF membership
expertise. Following meetings with the Forest Service, Cf3J Department of Community
Development and the Venture partners, the AJF Board of Directors appointed four
Committees as follows:

AIR AND WATER Air and water issues.

FISHERIES All matters relatad to commercial and sport
fishing, fish propagation, etc.

OPTIONS Matters whare Ihere are two or more
alternatives for development.

SOCIOECONOMIC All aspects of impacts on CBJ and other
Southeast Alaska comrnuni!ies including
cumulative affects of the A-J Mine.



Each Committae had a deaignaled chairman and met on numerous occaslona.
Committee members were selected on the basis of subject expertise. In addition to
analyzing the DEIS other documents relevant to its assignment were reviewed.
Meetings were also held with the Venture Partners and with various government
resource agencies.

(The AJF’a analysis of the Kensington DEIS is submitted in four Committee Reports. In
~.~ order to facilitate lhe work of thedraftersof the EIS,the specific commanta and findings

of the four Committees are conaofidated in a fifth and final section.

Prior to our raview of the Kensington DEIS the AJF had not taken a position as to
whether the Kenslrrgton Mine should be developed because it did not have adequale
information to make an informed decision. With the pubfishing of the Kensington DEIS
there is now a factual document to analyze and reach a conclusion, The AJF Board of
Directors has carefully read and considered the Kensington DEIS, It has also
reviewed the reports of the four Committees and recaived a briefing by each
Committee Chairman. After reviewing fhe conclusiorrs of each Committee Report,
there appears to be no reason why the Kensington Mine should not be developed.
Based on the evidence, the Board of Directors representing the AJF members believes
the Kensington Mine can be daveloped in a manner that will not be detrimental to the
environment and will enhance the soclo-economic well-being of the CBJ, as well as
othar nearby communities in Southeast Alaska, Therefore, the AJF endorses the
development of the Kensington Mine.

The AJF Board of Directors notes that during the Kensington DEIS public hearings
there was some opposition to the mixing zone for disposal of the tailings pond ellluent.
The Clean Water Act and supporting regulation authorizes mixing zones. Since the
DEIS states that tha Mine will be in compliance with the State and Federal regulations
on water quality standards, the elimination of the mixhrg zone would provide no real
benefit, Instead, such a dacision would only adversely effect the economic viability of
the project.

Vaw trulv vours.

E i$~beth Miller
J x6cutive Director

99.1
The fifth section referred to ia a restatement of the points raised throughout
this comment document. It is not reprinted in the FEIS to minimize repetition.

.-.
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REPORT OF AIR AND WATER QUALITY COMMITTEE

t WORK OF COMMITTEE

The Air and Water Quality Committee (the Committee) of the Alliance for
Juneau’s Future, Inc. was charged with reviewing all aspects of the Kensington
Gold Project DEIS regarding air and water matters, Included In this charge was
the compliance with Federal and State air and water quality standards.

Il. COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP AND QUALIFICATIONS

Jack Cotlrell, Chairman

Ken Clements -

Al Clough -

FtonHansen -

George Porter -

Environmental Manager, Greens Creek Mining Co.
20 years experience in mining in the environmental
area.

NC Machinery. Experience and skills in emissions
control.

Mineral specialism, Alaska Department of
Commerce, 1 year. Geologist - Alaska Bureau of
Mines, 6 years. Masters - Economic Geology.

B.A., Civil Engineering. Masters of Science, Civil
Enaineerina. Masters.. Public Administration. 35
ye&s as eriviranmantai engineer in water pollution
control and water resources development.

Registered professional engineer, State of Alaska,
Idaho and Montana. Registered land surveyor,
State of Alaska. City engineer, Juneau 7 years.
Director of Public Works 4 years. Engineer with
State of Alaska 5 years.

Ill. COMMITTEE WORK

The Committee met on three occasions. Committee members employed their
professional expertise and practical experience, with many members using the
experience gained in reviewing and analyzing data from the A-J Mine DEIS in
their work.

Iv. DISCUSSION

The Committee found air quality issues to be non-existent and agreed with the
DEIS that no environmental impact will be seen from planned air emission
controls. Specific DEIS comments regarding water dk.charges (NPDES) were
reviewed; the Committee egrees with the DEIS that the Project will meet EPA
standards, DEIS receiving water comments were dkicussed and the Committee
agrees with the DEIS that State standards will be met in the mixhrg zone.

Kensington Gokf Project DEIS Review



v. COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

A.

B.

994
95 [

c.

Substantive Matters

The Committee has reviewed the “ldentitication of Preferred Allernalive”
and Forest Service’s recommended changes on page 2-48. The
Committee believes two of the Ihree Forest Service recommendations
will have adverse impacts from anairand water perspective:

i, Placing rip rapinthechannef 10 return flows to Sherman Creek
(from Alternative C) would actually increase maintenance. No
discussion was given about Ihe size of rip rap in relation 10 stream
flows. The Committee believes thesize ofriprap required would
exceed that which could be provided within the immediate vicinity
and that it may have to be imported which may have significant
economic consequences, In any event more maintenance will be
required fotriprap asopposed to concrete lining. This wifl result
in more adverse disturbance of stream flows over the life of the
Mine.

2. The Committee believes the electric generator noise is not a
compelling factor for the movement away from the camp and Mine
entrance and, yet, asthecharls onpages 4-81 and4-83 indicate,
dBa levels are nollmpacted regardless of where thegenerafors
are placed. By requiring the generators be moved from the Mine
entrance, waste heal would not be available to heat the camp and
the Mine. Therefore, additional electric energy or some other heat
source such as oil, t.NG or LPG will be required to replace this lost
heat. The Commillee believes emissions from the electric
generatorsat the Mine entrance orefsewherewifl be well within
required standards, but the impact on air quality of locating the
power plant attheentrance will be less. The DEfS should address
the difference.

Addltfonaf Mattera Whfch Should Be Addressed In the DEIS.

1, Additional treatment from cyanides was lightly discussed, but no
specifics were outfined or defined as a potential problem.

2. Stormwater discharges were nol noted.

Suggesled DEIS CorrectIons and Cfarlficatlons

1. 5a9e 2-2. center column: The discussion of alternative E envisions
“temporary storage of tailings during wet weather”. In Southeast
Alaska, wet weather is more than a temporary situation. Some

99.2
Please see Chapter 4 of the FEiS for additional discussion of riprap sizing in
this channel,

99.3
Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS for additional discussion of noise attenuation.

99.4
Please see response no. 864.

99.5
Storm water discharges from the main processing site would be directed into
the tailings pond. Stormwater discharges are found in Kensington Venture
(1989),

99.6
Weather conditions at the project site would require temporary storage for the
dried tailings during rainy periods. FEIS Chapter 2 discusses criteria for
determining storage needs. Dewatered tailings disposal was included as an
alternative in response to public comments which considered tailings disposal

methods to be a major issue.

The cost per ton for operation of the conventional tailings disposal system is
approximately $0.80. For the dry tailings alternative, the cost is approximately

$5.90 per ton. In the case of dry tailings, approximately $4.00 per ton is
required to filter, dry and compress the tailings, Disposing of 1,460,000 tons
per year will cost $1.2 million with the conventional system and $8.6 million
with the dry system (Rlchins, 1991).

Additional capital items required for this option include 12,000 cfm compressor
station, a 3,5 MW LPG turbine generator and a 100 foot diameter tailings
thickener are required to process the tailings.
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2.

3.

-4.

-5.

‘6.

7.

‘6.

comment should be included in the discussion of this alternative
regarding the extent of wet weather and the cost 01 required
storage in the dry pending the temporary termination of wet
weather. This option is d(scussed further on page 2-1 t, although
there is no discussion of the extra amount of energy required to
cfewater the tailings nor is there discussion of the objective
accomplished by the dewatering alternative. Why dewater tailings
when disposal will be in Southeast’s normal weather?

&tae 7-18. left column. under Sewaae ~osa. 1st DaI raara~:
There is a statement saying, “treated effluent is known as gray
water”. This is erraneous. The gray water is waste derived from
showers, kitchen and laundry wastes only, without any
introduction of wastes from toilets, This error should be corrected,
Note that this error is repeated later on in the DEIS.

Mae 3-17 ce ter con Iumn: The description of ground water
resources should include an explanation of their shallow nature
and the fact there is no existing use of the groundwater in this area
and no potential future use of the groundwater in this area. These
facts are significant in that they are not mentioned further in this
report, The potential for use of groundwater is the reason for the
concern with groundwater quality in the first place.

.“ ~: Figure 3-t 5 shows an outfall extending
to a depth of 275 meters. It is the Committee’s understanding that
such a great depth is not required, There is no explanation why
this depth was chosen, This depth appears, based on figure 3-16,
that it is at the bottom of the trench. Figure 3-15 also should have
a horizontal scale.

I?aae 4-14. 1~ : The statement says,
“Secondary treatment system must provide 30 mg/titer 800 and
30 mg/titer total suspended solids.” This is not precisely the case.
Those numbers are timits which must not be exceeded.

4-14. c6M2LdUm : The top paragraph indicates excess
waler would be treated and discharged through a marine outfall,
There is no explanation as to the type of treatment to be provided.

4-t4. right cm: This paragraph states additional
treatment would be implemented ta reduce cyanide levels in
tailings pond effluent. No discussion is included regarding the
type of treatment.

4-15. lQft column. toD sent- : This points out that
xanthates break down readily to several conslituen!s including
hydrogen sulfide. This is a toxic gas with a density heavier than
air. Perhaps some comments should be included regarding

99.7
Thank you for pointing out our error, The FEIS has been corrected.

99.8
Chapter 4 of the FELSreflects your comment.

99.9
The line shown on Figure 3-15 in the DEIS is the proposed alignment of the
marine outfali. A location south of Point Sherman is analyzed in the FEIS, The
point of actual discharge has not been determined. The outfall discharge
point was modeled at a depth of 100 meters for purposes of predicting
impacts in the DEIS, The final depth of the outfall will be determined during
the permitting process.

99.10
Thank you for clarifying the statement. The FEiS reflects your comment.

99.11 s
Alkaline chlorination is proposed for cyanide destruction. Additional treatment R!
would be provided in the tailings pond through settling, degradation, s
volatilization and dilution processes. Alternative treatment options are also
discussed in Chapters 2 and 4 of the FEIS.

$

99.12
Please see response no. 86.4. I
99.13
The DEIS was in error. Xanthates do not break down into hydrogen sulfide.
The FEIS has been corrected. I



99 IA

$wIc

%?P

i.

io.

il.

i2.

13,

14.

expected dissipation of hydrogen sulfide, that is, is this in a
confined area or al the Iaitings pond?

4-22. C~ : The discussion of groundwater
hydrology should point out that Ihe groundwater occurrence is
shallow and not in an extensive aquifer and, furthermore, there are
no present uses of groundwater in the area and no anticipated
future groundwaler uses,

.“ ~: The statement says,
“seepage from the Iailings Impoundment would result In
‘subsequent groundwater contamination’,...” Perhaps one ehould
conclude at this point Ihat there would be an “eflect” and after
further study, maybe one could conclude that the effect could
constitute corrlamination.

4-?5 riahl ca ~I : This summary should also
includa the facl that groundwater resources In the area are
minimal and there is no present or future foreseeable use of
groundwaler in this area.

l?a9~r2fLQ2MmaJ&uine Dischamxi : It Is not ceriain that
Ihe NPDES permits specify the depth of the discharge. They
certainly specify water quality standards and frealmerrt level. It is
more likely that the Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation would specify the mixing zone size, if one is
allowed, rather than EPA through their NPDES permit,

kae 4-?7. left column, toDs ~ It should be pointed out that
the analys}s included herehr using a three-port diffuser is quite
limited. A more extensive diffuser with multl-poris is much more
common and a more likely design optian by the Kensington
venture. This comment also applies to the assumed discharge
depth of 100 meters, II is entirely possible that a shorter outfall
using a more sophisticated diffuser system could achieve the
required dilution much more economically and still meet water
quafity standards and permit conditions by EPA and DEC.

Paw 4-33. riahl co umn. ce ter ~I : The paragraph states
that the applicant would benrequired ‘to have an approved Spill
Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan. That plan is
required by EPA. In addition, the DEIS should state that the DEC
requires an Oil Spill Contingency Plan, Furthermore, recent
agreements among state agencies have required that the
evaluation for approval of the Oil Spill Contingency Plan iw IIIde
all the stale resource agencies comments consolidated by the
Division of Governmental Coordination in the Governor’s Office
and the issuance of a determination with consistency wilh the
Coastal Zane Management Plan, Furthermore, the U.S. Coast

99.14
Please see response no. 99,8,

99.15
Comment noted.

99.16
Please see respanse no. 99,8.

99.17
The mixing zone, if allowed, would be specified by ADEC, as you point out,

However, the NPDES Permit is the document that controls discharge from the
project. The discharge limits finally set in the NPDES Permit wiil reflect the
mixing zone findings by ADEC.

99.18
The analysis of diffuser performance has been expanded in Chapter 4 of the

FEIS to include a shallow-water alternative (50 m depth) and a limited
assessment af port configuration optians. The supporting technical document
is Kessler and Vigers (1992).

99.19
The FEIS has been revised to include this information.
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15.

’16.

17.

18.

19.

Guard requires an Operations Manual for the transfer of oil from
marine transportation to shoreside. The governmental controls in
these four permits and approval for oil spill, control and oil
handling is extensive and conservative.

2nd ~ : This paragraph
describes extensive damage to eggs through freezing because of
low waler levels, This paragraph should also include a statement
that the Department of Natural Resources and Fish and Game
would not allow this to happen in so far as possible by control of
withdrawals or diversions from the slream.

&e 4-37. ~ : In addition to the SPCC plan,
this DEIS should point out that DEC requires an Oil Spill
Contingency Plan and U. S. Coast Guard requires an Operations
Manual. Recent agreements require that DGC make a
determination regarding the consistency of the operation with the
Coastal Zone Management Plan.

A-II. ce~ : The statement that
treated effluent is known as gray water is incorrect. Gray water is
something different. This error should be corrected.

: The last sentence describes
water treatment in a terliary treatment plant through which
domestic wastewa{er is treated. It is not betieved the terlary level
of treatment is required since secondary treatment is standard,
Some explanation shoutd be included here. Perhaps it is
intended that treatment for the industrial wastes is one of the levels
of treatment not applied to the domestic sewage and perhaps Ihat
is the reason for indicating tertiary treatment.

J?a!aeF-1. c~le ~h.r last ~ : Perhaps one could expand
this statement ~bout other agencies, in reference to Alaska
Department of Environmental Conservation, in their issuance of an
oil spill contingency plan. Other agencies, such as fXvision of
Governmental Coordination, DNR and DFG also comment and
advise on the oil spill contingency plan. In addition, DGC makes a
determination of the operations’ consistency with Coastal Zone
Management plan,

w. CONCLUSION

The Committee woutd recommend that regarding air and water, the selected
Alternative B provides the best protection and utilization of these resources.
Regarding water discharges (NPDES), the committee agrees with the DEIS that
the project will meet EPA standards. The Committee also agrees with the DEIS
that Stata standards will be met in the mixing zone.

99.20
This matter is clarified in the FEIS (see Chapter 4), Minimum flow
requirements would be stipulated by the State to ensure that losses to eggs
would not occur as a result of withdrawals during winter.

99.21
Please see response no, 99.19.

99.22

These comments relate to the applicant proposal and have been forwarded to
the Kensington Venture, We note your comments insofar as they will affect the
analysis in other sections of the EIS Note that there is no proposal for tertiary
treatment at this time.



REPORT OF FISHERIES COMMITTEE

1. WORK OF COMMITTEE

The Fisheries Commillee (the Committee) of the Alliance for Juneau’s Future,
Inc. was charged with reviewing the Kensington DEIS horn the perspective of
the commercial and sports fisherman, Including any impacts on fish propagation
and other aquatic populations of Lynn Canal.

Il. COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP AND QUALIFICATIONS

The Committee consisted of 12 members. The member from Haines
participated by conference telephone as noted.

Chuck Craig, Chairman - N. C. Machinery Company

Don 13urtord -

Bill Corbus -

Rich Dwyer -

Don Kalk -

Ladd Macaulay -

Al Shaw -

Jev Shelton -

Mark Thorson -

Tim Whiting -

Jim Wilcox -

Stan Woods -

Ill. COMMITTEE WORK

Owner, Burtord Concrete Products.

President, Alaska Energy and Resources
Company.

Operations Manager, Goldbelt Corporation, Inc.

Commercial multi-species fisherman.

President, Dougla’a Island Pink and Chum
Company (privale non-profit salmon hatchery).

Dkector, Douglas Island Pink and Chum Company.

Commercial gillnet fisherman.

Commercial gillnet fisherman. Executive Direclor,
United Southeast Alaska Giflnetters.

Commercial gillnel fisherman

Real esta!e developer.

Commercial gillnet fisherman, Haines.

The Committee met on five occasions. The Committee used the expertise of its
own members, met with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, U.S, Forest
Service, Echo Bay Mines and their consultants, and contacted many other
commercial fishermen.
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Iv. DISCUSSION

A The Lynn Canal area directly offshore of the Kensington Mine Project is a
major salmon harvest focation for the gillnet fleet. [t is the single most
important fishery area of the Haines gillnet fleet.

B. Normally for at least sixteen weeks out of the year the area adjacent to
the Mine, known as Point Sherman, is fished around the clock from
Sunday through Wednesday. Not only are the fishing vessels present
but the suppori vessels such as tenders and fish buyers are also in the
area. Fishing goes on twenty four hours a day, wilh boats lined up
waiting their turn to set their nets in the water close to the shore north of
Point Sherman.

c. During poor wealher conditions, the area north of Point Sherman is a
protected anchorage for fishing vessels seeking relief from the prevailing
southeast wind. This is the only anchorage inthe vicinity that provides
such protection.

D. There is some production of safmon in both Sherman Creek and
Sweeney Creek but this is area not considered a major source of salmon
stock. Thestream beds areofmarginal quahtyfor salmon tolay eggs in.

E. There is no commercial halibut or crab fishing in Ihe aclual area of
concern.

F. Because of the remoteness of this spot, there is filtle, If any, sport fishing
in either the streams or Lynn Canal.

v. COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

A, Substantive Matters

992’4

1. Move the taitings pond effluent outfall pipe south to Point Sherman
or below it. This would improve natural mixing due to the tidal
action. II would get the pipe out of the prime commercial fishing
and sometimes congested anchorage area. This would reduce
the chance of anchor foufing and move the mixing zone out of the
possible fry retention area of the eddy swirl north of Point
Sherman.

2. Confficts between the Mine refated marine traffic and the fishing
boats coufd be a major probfem due to the high density of fishing
vessels during openings. The actuat plan of how the Mine is
going to address the traffic conffict needs to be spelfed out exactly
in order to see if it woufd be acceptable and workable for all
concerned parties. If it is not possible to have the plan in its final
form, then at least the guidelines that the traffic plan will follow

99.23
The Forest Service has developed Alternative F to show the marine outfall
south of Point Sherman. Please see changes throughout the FEIS describing
the effects of this change in project configuration

99.24
The Kensington Venture has submitted a draft Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) to the City and Borough of Haines and the United Southeast Alaska
Gillnetters Association to develop a ‘mutually acceptable plan aimed at
minimizing potential conflicts between barge traffic and fishing activities at
Point Sherman. The intent of the MOU is the cooperative management of
barge traffic and fishing vessels whereby scheduling would be coordinated by
sharing a single communication network. A copy of the MOU can be found in
the “Applicant Proposal - Part E as Exhibit 1.
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need to be made public. There may need to be included an on-
going review process of the traffic plan so as to take into account
changes In opening times in Ihe future of the commercial fishery.
This item is of extreme importance 10 the fishing fleet,

3. From the Committee’s perspective Alternative B discussed on
Page 2-33. would have the least impact on the fishing industry.

B. SubJects which should be addressed or expanded on In the
Final EIS.

1.

2.

3,

4.

5.

6.

An exact drawing of where thetaitings pond effluent outlall pipe
will relocated should beshown inthe Final EIS, Thare is concern
about anchors fouling onihe pipe. The Iocalion anddepth of the
outfall pipe should also be shown. Again, this area is used as a
fishing vessel anchoring during southeast winds,

More alternatives for the types and designs of the diffuser on the
outfall pipe should reincluded inthe Final EIS. This may suggest
better (smaller) mixing zone characteristics.

Deeper effluent outfall line alternatives should be shown along
with the possible effects on halibut and crab.

Aspecitic plan lor Sherman Creek water make up for winter low
water periods should be included in the Final EIS. What can be
done to minimize Ihe impact on the eggs and fry?

There should be discussion concerning the effect on hy that may
stay in the Point Sherman eddy swirl for long periods. Dothelry
actually spend much time there and would the Mine or tailings
related chemicals in the effluent adversely impact them?

There needs to recurrent and pertinent water sample data. The
water sample data, taken two years ago, came horn too far out in
Lynn Canal and may not represent conditions actually found
closer into the Point Sherman area. This information was taken
whan marine discharge of the tailings was under consideration
and was really too far out in Lynn Canal to be necassarilyvatfd.
New samples should be taken.

CONCLUSION

From the fishing perspective the Committee sees no reason why the
development of the Kenshrgton Mine should not beallowed to proceed, The
Committee believes movement of the tailings pond outfall line to Point Sherman
or further south would greatly reduce the impacts from the Mine on commercial
fishing. The Committee recommends that Alternative Bbeselected,

The involved parties have indicated a willingness to cooperate, and
acknowledged mutual benefits and needs, Specific items under consideration
are:

Publishing barge schedules and exchanging communications related to

fishing schedules and fleet deployment.
Mutual response in terms of personnel and emergency response
equipment,
Involvement by the Kensington Venture on the Local Emergency
Planning Council.
Contingency claims fund to cover lost or damaged fishing time and/or
equipment caused by mining-related transportation.
Completion of a Traffic Management Plan.

Negotiations related to the MOU are continuing.

99.25
Please see response no 99,9.

99.26
Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS and to Kessler and Vigers (1992).

99.27
Impacts would not be expected to be substantially different at greater depths.

99.28
ADF&G will establish low flow restrictions (if appropriate) on Sherman Creek.
These restrictions will be enforced under the authority of AS 16.05.870,
Protection of Fish and Game (Anadromous Fish Act), The restrictions would

prevent removal of water from Sherman Creek during criticai flow periods.

99.29
More information is provided in the FEIS (see Chapter 3) on the use of the
Point Sherman area by juvenile salmon. The proposed discharge would not

be expected to affect the use of this area by juvenile saimon nor the health
and survival of those fish.

99.30
Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS, Kessler and Vigers (1992) and to responses
93,45, 93.74 , 93.75 and 93.79.



REPORT OF OPTIONS COMMITTEE

1. WORK OF COMMITTEE

The charge of the Options Committee (the Committee) to the Alliance for
Juneau’s ~uture, Inc. “was to analyze and take positions on important issues
where there were alternatives for developing the Kensington Mine. The
optiorrlissues considered were as follows:

A. Transportation alternates
Dam and tailings alternates

:. Power plant focation alternates
D. Mheral grinding mill alternates

Il. COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP AND QUALIFICATIONS

The Options Committee consisted of the following Juneau residents:

Mal Menzies, Chairman - Registered Professional Engineer (Civil) and Land

Kurt Dzinich -

Ralph Hunt -

George Messerschmidt

Jim Wilson -

Su;eyor. Principal, R & M Engineering, Inc. 31
Years of Alaskan engineering experience. Member
City and Borough of Juneau Planning Commission
t 975101983. Chairman 1982 to 1983.

Registered Professional Engineer. 20 years as
Career Officer in U.S. Army Corp. ot Engineers.
Member Juneau Energy Advisory Committee 1983
to date. Chairman 199t.

Transportation specialist (Marine and Trucking).

Transportation specialist (Transfer).

Air transportation specialist. More than 20 years as
commercial helicopter pilot and manager in Juneau
vicinity.

Ill. WORK OF COMMITTEE

The Committee met on five occasions, Committee members applied their
professional expertise and praclical experience in their study the options
available. Several members built upon knowledge gained in the review of the
A-J Mine DEIS and information previously obtained by interviewing Echo Bay
Wines, government agency representatives and others.



4. DISCUSSION

A. Transportation

1. Marine

There are two polential conflicts for Mine related marine traffic at
Point Sherman/Comet Beach - commercial fishing and Marine
Highway, tour ships and barge traffic transiting Lynn Canaf. The
area around Point Sherman isthe commercial fishing Lynn Canal
hot spot Iorthe gillnet fleet. The AJF Fisheries Committee has
addressed this conflict, Thfs Committee concurs wilh the findings
and recommendations of the Fisheries Committee and offers no
further comments.

This Committee relyed on the expertise of its members and
reviewed the potential conflicts with marine traffic on Lynn Canal,
Its experience suggests lhat thlstraflic will be well off shore and
should not interfere with Mine marine traffic carrying cargo to and
from Comet Beach.

The Committee has reviewed the feasibility of constructing a
breakwater in Ihe vicinity of Comet Beach and concurs with the
conclusion and recommendations of the Forest Service and
Applicant that no breakwater should be constructed at Comet
Beach. The experience of some of the Committee mambers
suggests that a fug and barge cannot, during certain periods of the
fall, winter and spring even with a breakwater, manage Lynn
Canal beach landings, either bylugtowed ortugguided vessefs,
No amount of construction, regardless of size, wifl overcome the
site conditions during certain periods of the year. Due to this
adverse condition, the Applicant may desire a plan for storage of
surplus materials in excess of the presently planned two months.

Transportation of hazardous material is adequately addressed
within the document,

The limited port development desired by the Applicant and
advocated by the Forest Sewice has the least impacts for Lynn
Canal andon shore facilities. The Committee concurs with this
finding.

( 2< Road and Water

99.31

The potential Slate Creek Cove Road with its protected landing 99.31
area would work as a principal transporiatlon mode during all
times of the year. As such, the Commitlee supports such a Please seethe discussion of Slate Creek Cove Common Facilities in Chapter2

transportation alternative. If such a transportation alternative is of the FEIS.
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99.34
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pursued, either now or sometime in the future, it should lake a
lesson from the Jualin Mine and”hide” ilsenlrance, or”btend it
with the environment as much as possibte. It is felt that any
combined marine/road lransporf shoutd analyze the combining of
the Juatin Road anda Kensirrgton/S[ate Creek Cove road having
only one port.

It is further tell that the DEIS should address more of the pros and
cons of the Kensington using the Jualin Road and”’tunneling’’ from
the Juatin Mine to the Comet/Kensington Mine through hard rock
as a furfher transportation alternative. The DEIS shoutd address
the permits required for the 8.5 miles of access road (from State
Creek Cove) and if the nationwide 27 permits required for Forest
Service access (logging) roads apply to drainages and muskegs
for this alternative.

Air

The Committee concurs with the DEIS findings that a full
instrument landing (iLS) airport should not beconstructeda! the
M!ne for the principal method of access for Mine workers.
However {his should not preclude fhe construction of a VFR (visual
flight rules), STOL(shorf takeoffs andlandings) airport to be used
as a transportation atternate. The airfield woutd be for wheeled
Dehaviland Otter, Beaver, and Cessna type aircraft.

The Committee concurs with the DEIS recommendation that a safe
and consistent transportation mode forworkmen tothefdinewould
be by large type helicopters.

Dam and Talllngs Options

The Committee concurs with the preferred alternative of both the
Appticant and the Forest Service on the principal site of the taifings dam
and reservoir. The alternatives to the preferred dam option, Sweeney
Creak and Slate Creek, should not be considered further due to impacts
on areas of considerable distance from the immediate Mine work area.
As such, they become not only environmentatly questionable, but
economically unsound. The Appficant’s proposed dam and tailings
disposal appeared to be an “industry standard” solution.

99.34
Please see Chapter 40f the FEISfor discussion of spillway design.

The Committee does not agree with the Forest Service proposed method
for the dam spilfway design which requires it be constructed of extremely
fargerip rap(6 ton class), Such riprap is not commorrly available (as
inferred in the DEIS) at Kensington Iocale or elsewhere adjacent to the
site. Thecost, andtherefore theeconomic feasibility oftranspofling and
constructing such a rip rap spillway is questionable,

99.32
Please seeresponse no. 99.32. Nationwide permits would not be sufficient for
theroad as proposed in Alternative C. Ifthisalternative were selected, a
Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers would be required
foranyplacement of fill material inthewaters of the United States.

99.33
Even a STOL VFR airstrip would not provide performance reliability equal to
that available with helicopter transport. Surface resource impacts for sucha
strip would exceed those of theheliport andthus, would not address any
issues raised during scoping.
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There are also safety considerations. The Forest Service should
reconsider the Applicant’s preferred option for a concrete dam spillway,

The concrete dam spillway is not readily degradable by the environment,
The concrete spillway can be colored to “rock” and/or other “earth tones”.
The concrete spillway can have constructed within it, odd shaped
protrusions that look and act like rock, performing the same “diffusing”
characteristics that a rip rap spillway would generate.

c. Power Plant Location

The Committee concurs with the Applicant’s preferred siting of the power
plant near the W-re entrance. The Committee believes the technology is
available and that the Applicant Is correct in stating H can control Ihe
generator noise to prevent bothering the mountain goats. Monitoring
stations for noise potentially effecting wildlife can be established
throughout the Kensington/Comet valley to Improve muffler
characteristics of power generation if warranted,

The Committee cannot concur with the Forest Service preferred
alternative of locating the powerhouse near tidewater in order to
minimize noise for mountain goats. The Committee believes this to be
energy wasteful from two perspectives. First, there will be power fine
losses resulting from transmitting the electric energy at tidewater up to 99.35
the portel site where the permanent camp and Mine entrance are Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS for additional discussion of noise attenuation,
located. Second, waste heat from the powerhouse cannot be utilized if
not located next to the permanent camp and Mine entrance.

Both the Mkte and permanant camp require heat. If generator waste heat
Is not available, heat will have to come from another source whether it be
from electricity, LPG or fuel oil, This will take additional energy which will
have an undetermined impact on the Mine’s economic efficiency and is
inconsistent with good conservation practice. The U. S. Government in
its national energy policy is trying to encourage conservation through
such proven techniques as utilization of waste haat while the Forest
Service is apparently, by the preferred alternative, attempting to
discourage it.

D. Mineral Grlndlng MM

The Applicant planned to place the grinding mill above ground. The
Forest Service proposes that the grinding mill be placed In Ihe Mina in
ordar to eliminate noise disturbing to wildlife. The Applicant feels that
noise can be properly muffled. Tha Committee concurs with the
Applicant’s preferred alternative. The Committee believes grinding mill
noise can be controlled through mufflers and o!her devices,

>
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

A,

B.

Substantive Matters

1. Review the necessity of requiring the Applicant 10 move the power
plant from the Permanent Camp to tidewater.

2. Review the necessity of requiring the Applicant to move the
mineral grinding mill underground.

3. Fully develop in the EIS the Slate Creek road alternative,

4. Re-evaluate the Forest Service’s preferred tailings dam spillway 10
an earfhtone concrete spillway.

Additional matters which should be addressed in the DEIS

1. Under electric energy sources discuss the option of extending a
transmission line from the end of the Alaska Electric Light and
Power Company facilities in order to utillze excess hydroelectric
energy currentfy available from the Snettisham Hydroelectric
Project.

2. Discuss the practicality and feasibility of constructing a VFR
(Visual Flight Rules) STOL (Short TakeOffs and Landings) airport
af the Mine to be used as a transportation alternate by less
expensive fixed wing aircraft, (i.e. Dehaviland Otter, Beaver and
Cessna’s) for limited passenger/freight hauling over large rotor-
wing aircraft.

3. In concurring with the helicopter mode of transport from Juneau to
the Mine, the Committee finds the DEIS does not discuss

a. If the helicopter teaves from the City and Borough of Juneau
(CBJ) airport, where and how do company and workmen
park fheir cars andlor busses?

b. Does the CBJ airport terminal have the capacity to handle
fhe additional population and helicopters associated with
fhe Mine?

c. Wilf a private carrier build a rotor-wing facility at Ihe CBJ
airport to accommodate this proposed air traffic and wifl it
have parking?

4. The DEIS does not address the possibltity of bussing workmen
from one or more centraf points within the CBJ 10 a poinf at the end
or near the end of Glacier Highway for air transport to the Mine.

99.36
Please see the Record of Decision,

99.37
Please see response no. 99,36.

99.38
The Slate Creek Cove road was developed as Alternative C in the DEIS. This
analysis has been carried through to the FEIS.

99.39
Please see response no, 99.36,

99.40
Please see response no. 91.1,

99.41
Please see response no, 99.33,

99.42
The DEIS at page 4-47 contains a discussion of airport parking. The
assumption that workers would be dropped off at the airport and not need
parking is based on the cost of parking at the airport and the 1 to 2 week
periods that the workers would be gone from Juneau.

99.43
Piease see the DEIS discussion of transportation (pages 4-71 to 4-76).

99.44
The current facilities are anticipated to be adequate to handle the additional
helicopter traffic.

99.45
Please see the FEIS for an expanded discussion of this transportation
proposal.
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c.

a. If such a bus/air transport route is utilized, will a
heliport/parkirrg be constructed on private lands (individual
landowners, or nalive corporation lands) or will it be
constructed on CBJ or Forest Service leased and privatety
owned lands? Is land available for this use?

b. If there is such a bus/helicopter mode of transportation from
the end of Glacier Highway, who will maintain the road in
winter time snow conditions?

5. The DEIS does not address Ihe possible transport (by helicopter)
of workmen/women from Haines to Kensington.

Suggested DEIS corrections and clarifications - none.

w. CONCLUSION

The Options Committee has reviewed what is considers to be four critical
declslons relaled to the development of the Kensington Mine - transportation
access, location of the tailings dam, location of the power plant and location of
the mineral grinding mill. The Forest Service concurred with the Applicant’s
proposal on water and air Transportation access matters as well as the location
and method of tailings disposal.

> The Committee takes exception with the Forest Service’s preferred alternatives

L for the placament of the power plant and mineral grinding mill which are not in
a concurrence with that proposed by the Applicant. The Forest Service proposes
m. moving the power plant to tidewater and the mineral grinding mill underground

in order to minimize noise which it believes will disturb the goat population. The
Committea believes the technology Is available to dampen noise to the point of
making each facility inaudibte. The Committee strongly suggests the Forest
Service review its position on these matters.

From its perspective the Options Committee sees no reason why the
Kensington Mine should not be allowed to be developed.

99.46
At this time, the Kensington Venture has not announced any intention to
provide air transportation for work personnel to or from Haines to the project
site. Haines residents would be required to provide their own transportation to
and from Juneau to meat scheduled helicopter flights.



REPORT OF SOCIOECONOMIC COMMITTEE

1. WORK OF COMMITTEE

The Socioeconomic Committee (the Committee) was charged with reviewing
the Kensington DEIS in regards to the socio-economic impacts on the City and
Borough of Juneau (CBJ) and other towns which might be impacted by mine
development. The Committee particularly was interested in base line
population projections and what could be done to mitigate the cumulative
impacts on the CBJ from development of both the A-J and Kensington Mines.

Il. COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP AND QUALIFICATIONS

The Committee consisted of the folfowing Juneau residents:

Dorothy Bradley,Chairman - Previous manaaer of Juneau Job Service,

Lee Colfman -

Paul Mitchell -

Ron Pegenkoff -

Ernie Pofley, Spokesman

Tom Ouinlan .

Charlotte Richards -

refired in Falf t 930. Many years in Department
of Labor.

Promoted and developed Savings and Loans
in the State of Alaska, organized state-wide
Savings and Loans League. Chairman of the
Board for Alaska Industrial Development
Corporation. Former member of the Capitol
Site Planning Commission.

President, Afaska Federal Savings.

B.A. Education, Business Administration, Major
in Economics, University of San Francisco.

Planner Afaska Department of Education 1966
to 1966. Assemblyman City and Borough of
Juneau 1978 and 1982. Mayor of C!ty and
Borouah of Juneau 1985-1988. Chairman of
Mayor’%Fiscal Task Force 1990.

Haines accountant and businessman.

Life long resident of Juneau. Member of
School board three years, two years as
president.
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Glenn Ryerson - Graduated U.S. Coast Guard Academy. Six
year resident of Juneau. TWO years as real
estate sales associate for Alaska Coastal
Homes.

COMMITTEE WORK

The Committee met on three occasions. Members were selected for the broad
professional experience and knowledge needed by this committee. Many
Committee members had prior experience in reviewing and analyzing data
steming from their work as members of Ihe AJF Committee reviewing the A-J
Mhre proposal.

DISCUSSION

From the socioeconomic perspective the Committee in a macro sense is
concerned about two aspects of the OEfS. First, the DEIS relies on two
population projections - Scenario A (Northern Economics, 1990) shows the CBJ
population without the impact of the A-J or Kensington Mines peaking at 28,626
in 1992 and then falling to 24,271 by 2003 and Scenario B (Berger/ABAM)
showing population peaking at 32,665 in 1998 and then declining. The
f3erger/ABAM population estimate was prepared for the CBJ in order to support
mitigation requirements in connection with the Major Mine Permit the CBJ is
preparing to issue for the A-J Mine. As of yet Ibis projection has not passed
public scrutiny. The Committee is reminded of Ihe tendency of the CBJ and all
other Alaska cities to inflate population data in order to increase their shares of
State and Federal revenue sharing. The population projection runs counter to
all the other work the Committee is aware that has been produced. In particular,
the Committee was influenced by the findings of the Mayor’s Fiscal Task Force.

Second, the DEIS fails to recognize the opportunity that the Mine offers to hefp
solve the chronic unemployment problems of some communities of northern
Southeast Alaska. Reference is made to Table 3-29 which silows annual
unemployment ranging from 12.5% to 20.2% for the communities of Skagway -
Yakutat-Angoon. Excluded from the DEIS is the unemployment data for
Hoonah. Nor is there as any discussion of the past history and precariousness
of the sawmill in Haines and its importance to that city’s economy. Employment
provided by the Mine coufd employ those workers if the sawmill were to
permanently cfose as weff as refieve the problems of unemployment in Angoon,
Hoonah and Yakutat (See Appendix A).

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Substantive Mattars

t. The Committee befieves a range of scenarios to assess the socio-
economic impact of Ihe Mine is warranted. However, by ulilizing
the Berger/ABAM Report as in Scenario B tends to add validity to it

99,47
The two baseline population scenarios were presented to address the very
issues this question raises: the great amount of uncertainty that exists as to
the future of Juneau’s population base, From the standpoint of sensitivity
analysis, it was necessary to inciude both projects. The important implication
is that the immediate socioeconomic impacts to Juneau will be significant
regardless of what the future brings.

99.48
There is a reasonable prospect that some project workers may live in Haines in
addition to the anticipated Juneau worker population, As distance increases
from the project it is increasingly unlikely that persons living in those
communities would seek employment at the project. It is possible that some
residents of Angoon, Hoonah and Yakutat may seek and find employment at
the project. However, it is unlikely that the project would significantly improve

employment in these communities.

99.49
The EIS provides two scenarios for future Juneau population projections
because there is ongoing controversy about the economic future. The EIS
makes no judgement about which scenario is more likely. The reader is ieft to
review the impacts under the scenario that best fits his or her personal opinion
of Juneau’s future.
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when it has yet to be accepted by the CBJ Planning Commission.
Eliminate reference to and use of the Berger/ABAM Report in the
DEfS.

2. Address the posilive impacts which the Mine could have on the
high unemployment levels for Skagway, Yakutat and Angoon.
Also discuss Hoonah unemployment and the lack of employment
stability in Haines caused by the erratic operating record of its
sawmill.

Additional matters which should be addressed in the DEIS

1.

2.

3.

4.

The Committee befieves thal a more careful analysis of the range
of potential impacts could do much to resolve questions in the
section on socio-economic impacts. The Committee does not
dispute the information on the number of employees or the
multiplier in terms of private sector support. ft is recommended
that the socio-economic impact be analyzed at 3 levels of Juneau
based Mine employees: 100, 200 and 300. Although the
Committee believes the EIS should consider the worst impact for
the CBJ, it recommends that EIS use the mid-range figure of 200
as the upper timit for reasonable projections.

The Committee strongly recommends that missing information be
hrctuded in the final EIS explaining the initial and final makeup of
the work force, and the potential that a significant portion of these
employees may actually reside in other communities--most
notably Haines. With current and projected employment problems
in fishing and timber it would seem reasonable to the Committee
that employment at the Mine will be attractive to many who
currently reside in other Southeastern communities and who wish
to retain their residence in those communities.

Lower housing costs and property taxes in nearby communities
could very well help offset the cost of commuting. The housing
and population section would be clearer if it was explained that
the Mine is only 30 miles from Haines. And that the bulk of the
work force wilt be tiving during working hours in a permanent on-
site camp. To be more specific, of the 340 employees only 20 of
those will be required to live in Juneau. These are salaried office
workers.

The Mine will operate with two shifts. At any one time there will be
roughly 200 employees onsile and 100 offsite. Those hourly
employees who are working will remain at the site two weeks at a
time and will reside in a permanent 250 employee camp. Mill or
surface workers will work two weeks on and two weeks off. Those

99.50
While the FEIS does not explicitly analyze the communities of Hoonah,
Yakutat, and Angoon, the employment opportunities offered by the mine are
not representative of the economic base of these communities and it is less
likely that residents of these communities would seek employment at the
Kensington mine. In many cases, individuals have been drawn to these
smaller communities for reasons transcending monetary gain and would prefer
to maintain their chosen lifestyle.

99.51
The employment information contained in the FEIS was provided by the
applicant. The company proposes to transport employees only from the

Juneau area, therefore, the majority of the workforce is expected to live in the
CBJ. In the absence of specific actions by the company to reduce the impact
to Juneau, any deviation from the published estimates would be purely
arbitrary.

99.52
The FEIS lists a number of occupational opportunities that will arise at various
stages of the mine’s development. The types of occupations that are
supported by the project are not representative of those composing the
workforce of Haines and other small southeast Alaskan communities, Thus,
the decision to relocate, commute, or otherwise arrange to work at the mine
will be based purely on individual assessment of the potential benefits to be
gained from restraining and the costs of abandoning the attributes of current
lifestyles. There is no empirical data or method of analysis to address such a
choice.

The lower housing costs and property taxes in nearby communities would
offset the cost of commuting if it were considered in the decision to move
there. It is more likely that the current residents have a budget and a lifestyle
predicated on employment in the immediate area and any additional costs will
result in reduced disposable income.

99.53
The Kensington Venture has not informed the Forest Service of the details of
shift scheduling. Details notwithstanding, we believe that the impacts
displayed in the EIS represent the most reasonable forecast that can be
developed.

b
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working underground will work shorter shifts and will be onsite for
Iwo weeks with one week off,

5. Concerns over housing have taken two forms: problems in
financing new construction or purchase and a limited inventory of
currently available and affordable housing. CBJ figures Indicafe
that the land and Infrastructure is available for 3000 new units
ranging from high density to single family. Every knowledgeable
source the Commiltee has questioned on this matter indicate that
the problem has been overstated and that financing for both
development and purchase would occur as the justification arose.
Concerns over tagtime could be offset to a large degree by the
serious interest of communities such as Haines to compete as the
place of residence for Mine employees.

Suggested DEIS corrections and clarlflcatlons

1. The comment that “The demands for chemical dependency
treatment services may behigher for the Mine related population
than for the current population” is qualified through Ihe use of the
word “may”. There is little justification for the existence of this
sfalement given that the Mine would have adruglesling program
and would not hire or retain employees who have a problem with
substance abuse,

2. The DEIS on Page 4-67 refers to the fact that there was no
noticeable increase in crime rates during the construction of the
Greens Creek Mine, The Commil!ee is therefore puzzled by the
statement that a 5% increase in population requires a 5“/0 increase
in police services. While the Committee recognizes Ihe obvious
correlation between population size and the size of the police
force, it also knows that increases and decreases in the demand
for public services do not occur on a one-to-one basis, i.e. the
addition of one citizen in a community of 30,000 does not result in
an increase of one thirty thousandth In the cost of street
maintenance.

3. DEIS Section (see Page 4-68) is more generally reflective of the
problem the Committee had with the language dealing with police
services. The CommiUee would strongly recommend that this
section be revised to reflect a program by program analysis basad
on a range of population figures,

4. In general, the Committee is uncomfortable with the use of a
simple multiplier to project costs. Program costs do not increase or
decrease in some simple linear fashion or in Increments of 1.

99.54
The affordability of housing construction or purchase is Iargeiy determined by
the willingness of financial institutions to support such investments in a market
that has proven to be quite volatile in recent years. The purchase of homes
has been discouraged by the lack of private mortgage insurance available in
Alaska, which necessitates a large cash reserve for a down payment (20
percent). Home building costs in Juneau are increasing due to more extensive
regulation (The McDowell Group, 1990b). In response, housing pressure has
shifted to the rental market. Aa noted on page 4-66 of the DEIS, most of the
demand during the first two years of the mine’s construction phase will be for
rental units, The immediate impact wili be for 239 rental units, 84 units greater
than the most optimistic estimate of current Juneau rental vacancies.

According to Haines residents, the rental market does not fill the current level
of demand and newcomers are offering rewards for notification of housing
opportunities. Thus, the tight rental market in Haines (McDowell, 1990d) does
not offer a means to offset the immediate shortage of rental housing during
the construction phase of the Kensington mine,

99.55
The statement and all references to it have been removed from the FEIS,

99.56
The five percent increase is listed as an upper bound used to estimate the
need for additional staffing in the JPD. It is based on the assumption that the
influx of population will closeiy resemble the existing population base and,
therefore, have similar needs for police protection. A one-to-one ratio of police

protection to population change is neither possible nor realistic given physical
and budgetary limitations and the percentage figure used in the DEiS is not

intended to imply such a relationship. The statement will be reworded to
clarify its meaning.

99.57
The need for expansion of several CBJ facilities and services has been
acknowledged. Planned expansions are a consequence of current population
levels and no expansion or construction is projected to be directly related to
the Kensington project. Using a range of population figures would not change
this basic assumption about major capital investments. Piease see response
no. 99.58 for a discussion of operating expenditures,



w. CONCLUSION

The Committee believes the DEIS analysis of socio-economic impacts of the
Kensington Mine DEIS could be improved by considering a range of new
permanent residents accruing to the CBJ. The DEIS has not adequately

99.9 explored the potential the Mine offers to help solve unemployment problems for
Angoon, Hoonah and Yakulat nor does it address how the Mine could help
stabilize the Hahres economy. The Committee from a socio-economic
perspective sees no reason why the Kensington Mine should not be allowed to
be devefoped.\

99.58
Capital improvements are generally built to serve large increments of
population change, Although several major capital projects are currently
required in the community, none were directly related to the proposed
Kensington development, Therefore, no capital investment expenditures have
been included in the per capital cost figures reported in the FEIS. A study
done by Erickson and Associates (July 19gl ), suggests that per capita
spending increases with population growth. But, attention is drawn to the fact
that the large sum of oil revenue available during the study period may have
induced inflated levels of spending, It is apparent that the historical data
provide no clear trends from which to predict future expenditure patterns. As
costs are still being analyzed by the city, there is presently no better
information than current per capita operating expenditures on which to
approximate the increased costs to the City from development of the
Kensington mine,

99.59
The DEIS analyzed the scenario supported by the design of the applicant’s
proposal including the provisions for transportation of employees from the
Juneau location. Intheabsence ofdatarepresentative of individual
preferences, it is possible only to analyze those aspects of choice for which
some value can reattached, Several factors support theconclusion that the
majority of the Kensington work force will live in Juneau. First, economic
criteria suggest that the most monetary gain can be achieved by those living in
Juneau. Second, the economic base of the communities referred to has
traditionally centered around the wood products and commercial fishing
industries, fostering the associated occupational mix, Third, the lack of
available rental housing in Haines diminishes its attractiveness for relieving an
immediate impact to the Juneau rental market, In the absence of intent of the
applicant to provide housing or monetary incentive for employees to reside in
other communities, it is reasonable to assume that the majority of mine
employees will come from outside southeast Alaska and reside in Juneau.



CONSOLIDATED COMMENTS AND FINDINGS

Substantive Matters

1, AIR AND WATER - The Committee hes reviewed the “lderrllficalion of
Preferred Alternative” and the Forest Sewice’s recommended changes on page
2-48. The Committee believes two of the three Forest Service
recommendations will have adverse impacts from anairand water perspective:

A. Placing rip rap in the channel to return flows to Sherman Creek (from
Alternative C)would actually increase maintenance. No discussion was
given about thesize ofnprap inrelation to stream flows. The Committee
believes the size of rip rap required would exceed that which could be
provided within the immediate vicinity and that it may have to be imported
which rnayhave significant economic consequences, In any event more
maintenance will be required for rip rap as opposed to concrete lining,
This will result in more adverse disturbance of stream fiows over the life
of the Mhe.

a. The Committee believes the electric generator noise is not a compelling
factor for Ihe movement away from the camp and Mine entrance and, yet,
as the charts on pages 4-81 and 4-83 indicate, dBa levels are not
impacted regardless of where the generators are placed, By requiting
the generators be moved from the Mine entrance, waste heat would not
be available to heat the camp and the, Mhle, Therefore, additional
electric energy or some other heat source such as oil, LNG or LPG will be
required to replace Ibis lost heat, The Committee believes emissions
from the electric generators al the Mine entrance or elsewhere will be
well within required standards, but the impact on air quatily of locating
the power plant at the entrance will be tess. The DEIS should address
the difference.

Il. FfStiERIES

A, Move the taitings pond efftuent outfall pipe south to Point Sherman or
below it. This would improve natural mixing due to the tidal aclion, It
would get the pipe out of the prime commercial fishing and sometimes
congested anchorage area, This would reduce the chance of anchor
fouling and move the mixing zone out of the possible fry retention area of
the eddy swirl north of Point Sherman.

B. Conflicts between the Mne related marine traffic and the fishing boats
could be a major problem due 10 the high density of fishing vessels
during openings, The actual plan of how the Mine is going to address
the traffic conflict needs to be spelled out exactly in order 10 see if it would
be acceptable and workable for all concerned parties. If it is not possible
to have the plan in its final form, then at least the guidelines that the traffic



plan will follow need to be made public. There may need to be Included
an on-going review process of the traffic plan so as to take into account
changes in opening times in the futura of the commercial fishery. This
item is of extreme importance to the fishing fleet.

c. From the Committee’s perspective Alternative B discussed on Page 2-33
would have the least Impact on the fishing industry.

Ilf. OPTIONS

A. Review the necessity of requiring the Applicant to mova the power plant
from the Parmanent Camp to tidewater.

B. Review the necessity of requiring the Applicant to move the mineral
grinding mill underground.

p c. Fully devefop in the EIS the Slate Crack road alternative.

lb
o D. Re-evaluate the Forest Servica’s preferred tailings dam spillway to an
Ur earthtone concrete spillway,

fv. SOCIOECONOMIC

A. The Committae believes a range of scenarios to assess the socio-
economic impact of tha Mine Is warranted. Howevar, by utilizing the
Berger/ABAM Report as Scenario B tends to add vafidity to it when it has
yet to be accepted by the CBJ Planning Commission. Eliminate
reference to and use of the Berger/ABAM Report in the DEIS.

B. Address tha positive impacts which the Mina could have on the high
unemployment Ievefs for Skagway, Yakutat and Angoon. Also discuss
Hoonah unemployment and the lack of employment stabitity in Haines
caused by the erratic operating record of its sawmill.



Sublects which should be addressed/expanded In the Finel EIS

1. AIR AND WATER

A. Additional treatmenl of cyanides was tightly discussed, but no specifics
were outlined or defined as a potential problem,

B. Stormwater discharges were not noted.

Il. FISHERIES

A.

B,

c.
p

E
UJ D.

E.

F,

An exact drawing of where the tailings pond effluent outfall pipe will be
located should be shown in Ihe Final EIS, There is concern about
anchors fouling on the pipe. The location and depth of the outfall pipe
should also be shown. Again, this area is used as an area for fishing
vessel anchoring during soulheast winds.

More alternatives for the types and designs of the diffuser on the outfall
pipe should be included in the Finai EIS, This may suggest better
(smaller) mixing zone characteristics.

Deeper effluent outfall line alternatives should be shown along with the
possible effects on halibut and crab.

A specific plan for Sherman Creek water make up for winter low water
periods should ba Inctuded in the Final EIS. What can be done to
minimize the impact on the eggs and fry?

There should be discussion concerning the effect on fry that may stay in
the Point Sherman eddy swirl for long periods. Do the fry actually spend
much time there and would Mh_re or tailings related chemicals in the
effluent adversely impact them,

There needs to be current and pertinent water sample data. The waler
sample data, taken two years agb, came from too far out in Lynn Canal
and may not represent conditions actually found closer in to the Point
Sherman area. This information was taken when marine discharge of
the tailings was under consideration and was really too far out in Lynn
Canal to be necessarily valid. New samples should be taken.

Ill. OPTIONS

A. Under electric energy sources discuss the option of extending a
transmission line from the end of the Alaska Elactric Light and Power
Company facilities in order to utilize excess hydroelectric energy
currentfy available from the Snettisham Efydroefectric Project.



B. Discuss the practicality and feasibility of constructing a VFR (visual fllght
rules) STOL (short takeoffs and landings) airport at the Mtne to be used
as a transportation alternative by Dehaviland Otter, Beaver and Cessna
wheel type aircraft.

c. fn concurring with the helicopter mode of transport from Juneau to the
Mine, the Committee finds the DEIS does not discuss

1. If the helicopter leaves from the City and Borough of Juneau (CBJ)
airport, where and how do company and workmen park their cars
andlor busses?

2. Does the CBJ airport terminal have the capacity to handle the
additional population and helicopters associated with the Mine?

3. WIII a private carrier build a rotor-wing facility at the CBJ airport to
accommodate this proposed air traffic and will it have parfring?

D. The DEIS does not address the possibility of bussing workmen from one
or more central points within Ihe CBJ to a point at [he end or near the end
of Glacier Highway for air transport to Mine.

1. If such a bus/air transport route is utilized, will a hefiporflparking be
constructed on privale lands (individual landowners, or native
corporation lands) or will it be constructed on CBJ or Forest
Service leased and privately owned lands? Is land available for
this use?

2. If there is such a bus/helicopter mode of transportation from the
end of Glacier Highway, who will maintain the road in winter time
snow conditions?

E. The DEIS does not address the possible transport (by helicopter) of
workmen/women from Haines to Kensington.

fv, SOCIOECONOMIC

A. The Committee betieves that a more careful analysis of the range of
potential Impacts could do much to resolve questions in the section on
socio-economic impacts. The Committee does not dispute the
Information on the number of employees or the muftipfier in terms of
private sector support. fi is recommended that the socio-economic
impact be analyzed at 3 levels of Juneau based Mine employeas: 100,
200 and 300. Although the Committee believes the EIS should consider
the worst impact for the CBJ, it recommends that EfS use the mid-range
figure of 200 as the upper limit for reasonable projections.

B. The Committee strongly recommends that missing information be
included in the final EIS explaining the initial and final makeup of the



c.

D.
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E.

wom force, arm me polenual mat a signwcam poruon 01mese employees
may actually reside in other communities--most notably Haines. With
current and projected employment problems in fishing and timber it
would seem reasonable to the Committee that employment at the Mine
will be attractive to many who currently reside in other Southeastern
communities and who wish to retain their residence in those
communities.

Lower housing costs and property taxes in their current domicile could
very well help oflsel the cost ot commuting. The housing and population
section would be clearer if it was explained that the Mine is only 30 miles
from Haines, that the bulk of the work force will be living during working
hours in a permanent on-sile camp. To be more specific, of the 340
employees only 20 of those will be required to live in Juneau. These are
salaried office workers.

The M)ne will operate with two shifts. At any one lime there will be
roughly 200 employees onsite and 100 off site. Those hourly employees
who are working will remain at the site IWO weeks at a time and will
reside in a permanent 25o employee camp. Mill or surface workers will
work two weeks on and two weeks off. Those working underground will
work shorter shifts and wifl be onsite for two weeks with one week off.

Concerns over housing have taken two forms: problems in financing new
construction or purchase and a timited inventoty of currently available
and affordable housing, CBJ figures indicate that the land and
infrastructure is available Ior 3000 new units ranging from high density to
single family. Every knowfedgeabfe source the Committee has
questioned on this matter indicate that the problem has been overstated
and that financing for both development and purchase would occur as
the justification arose. Concerns over Iagtime could be offset to a large
degree by the serious interest of communities such as Haines to compete
as the place of residence for Mine employees.



Suggested DEIS corrections end clarifications

1. GENERAL ISSUES

A. The DEISiswell designed and presented. Toassist thereader with such
alargedocument theaddtion oIatable ofcontents would be helpful. In
Formatting the Final EIS, identification of thechaptertille, in addition to
the chapter number on each page is also suggested.

Il. AIR AND WATER

A. I?a9e 2-? c6.fMrcolufnfI“ The discussion of alternative E envisions
“temporary storage oftaitings during wet weather”. In Southeast Alaska,
wet weather is more than a temporary situation. Some comment shoufd
reincluded in discussion of this alternative regarding the extent of wet
weather and the cost of required storage in the dry pending the
temporary termination ofwet weather. This option isdiscussed furiheron
page 2-11, although no discussion is included there of the extra amount
of energy required to dewater the taitings and further, there is no
discussion of the objective accomplished by the dewatering alternative,
Why dewater tailings when they will be disposed of in Southeast’s
normal weather?

B. 2-18. ~. under Se~ : There is
a statement saying, “treated effluent is known as gray water”. This is

D erroneous. The gray waler is waste derived from showers, kitchen and
h Iaundry wastes only, without any introduction of wastes from toilets, This
o
@ error shoufd be corrected, Note that this error is repeated lateron in the

DEIS.

c. l?aae 3-12. ~ : The description of ground water resources
shoufdincfude an explanation of Iheir shallow nature and the fact there is
no existing use of the groundwaler in this area and no potential future
use of thegroundwaterin this area. These facts are significant in that
they arenotmentioned further inthk. reporf only. Thepotential for use of
groundwater ISthe reason for the concern with groundwater quality in the
first pface.

D. .lM.e 3-18. riaht co Iumq: Figure 3-t5shows anoutfall extending toa
depth of 275 meters. It isthe Committee’s understarrding that sucha
great depth is not required. There isnoexplanalion whythis depth was
chosen. This depth appears, based on figure 3-16, that itisatthebotlom
of the trench. Figure 3-t5also should have a horizontal scale.

E. Paae 4-14. left coIumn. bottom Dam : The statement says,
“Secondary treatment system must p~ov[de 30 mg/liter BOD and 30
mg/fiter total suspended salids.” This is not precisely the case. Those
numbers are fimits which must not be exceeded,
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4-14. Ce~: The top paragraph indicates excess water
would be treated and discharged through a marine outfall. There is no
explanation as 10 the Iype of treatment to be provided,

E!aoe 414. wbhwlum.’ : This paragraph states additional Irealment
would be implemented to reduce cyanide levels in tailings pond effluent.
No discussion is included regarding the type of treatment.

Ea9e 4-15. left COW toD sWr2fMM : This points out that xanthates
break down readily to several conrdituents including hydrogen sulfide.
This is a toxic gas with a density heavier than air, Perhaps some
comments should be included regarding expected dissipation of
hydrogen sulfide, that is, is this in a confined area or al the tailings pond?

Pfm 4-22. center colum Q: The discussion of groundwater hydrology
should point out that the groundwater occurrence is shallow and not in
an extensive aquifer and, furthermore, there are no present uses of
groundwater in the area and no anticipated future groundwater uses.

We 4-23. riaht c~n. ce nter D~ r : The statement says,
“seepage from the tailings impoundment would result in ‘subsequent
groundwater contamination’.,..” Perhaps one should conclude at this
point that fhere would be an “elfecf” and after further study, maybe one
could conclude that the effect could constitute contamination.

Ewe 4-25 ri@xdurnm summary : This summary should also include
the fact that groundwater resources in the area are minimal and there is
no present or future foreseeable usa of groundwater in this area.

Paae 4-X left ~
. .

: It Is not certain that the
NPDES permits specify the depth of the discharge, They certainly
specify water quality standards and treatment level. It is more likely that
tha Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation would specify the
mixing zone size, if one is allowed, rather than EPA through their NPDES
permit.

4-27. ~: f! should be pointed out that the
analysis included herein using a three-pori diffuser is quite limited. A
more extensive diffuser with multi-ports is much more common and a
more likely design option by the Kensington venture, This comment also
applies to the assumed discharge depth 01 100 meters. It is entirely
possible that a shorter outfall using a more sophisticated diffuser system
could achieve the required dilution much more economically and still
maet watar qualily standards and permit conditions by EPA and DEC.

4-33, r~rr. cente r~ : The paragraph states that
the applicant would be required to have an approved Spill Prevention
Control and Countermeasure Plan. That plan is required by EPA. In
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addition, the DEIS should state that the DEC requires an Oil Spill
Contingency Plan. Furthermore, recent agreements among state
agencies have required that the evaluation for approval of the Oil Spill
contingency Plan include all the state resource agencies comments
consolidated by the Division of Governmental Coordination in the
Governor’s Office and the issuance of a determination with consistency
with the Coastal Zone Management Plan. Furthermore, the U.S. Coast
Guard requires an Operations Manual for the transfer of oil from marine
transportation to shoreside. The governmental controls in these four
permits and approval for oil spill, control and oil handling is extensive
and conservative.

Paae 436. ~.’ : This paragraph describes
extensive damage to eggs through freezing because of law water levels.
This paragraph should also include a statement that the Department of
Natural Resources and Fish and Game would not allow this to happen in
so far as possible by control of withdrawals or diversions from the stream.

Paw 4-37. c.f@2r.J2Q.IuuMLXWSI ‘1 : in addition to the SPCC plan, this
DEIS should point out that DEC requires an Oil Spill Contingency Plan
and U. S. Coast Guard requires an Operations Manual. Recent
agreements require that DGC make a determination regarding the
consistency of the operation with the Coastal Zone Management Plan,

A-tl. ~: The statement that treated
effluent is known as gray water is incorrect. Gray water is something
different. This error should be corrected.

Pam D-8. left cofumn. Lvnn Ca ~ : The last sentence describes water
treatment in a teriiary treatment ~ant through which domestic wastewater
is treated. It is not believed the tertiary level of treatment is required since
secondary treatment is standard, Some explanation should be included
here. Perhaps it is intended that treatment for the industrial wastes is one
of the levels of treatment not applied to the domestic sewage and
perhaps that is the reason for indicating tertiary treatment.

F-1. ~ : Perhaps one could expand this
statement about other agencies, in reference to Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation, in their issuance of an oil spill contingency
ptan. Other agencies, such as Division of Governmental Coordination,
DNR and DFG also comment and advise on the oii spill contingency
plan. In addition, DGC makes a determination of the operations’
consistency with Coastal Zone Management plan.

Ill. FISHERIES - none

PJ. OPTIONS - none



v. SOCIOECONOMIC

A. The comment that “The demands for chemical dependency treatment
services may be higher for the Mine related population than for the
current population” is qualified through the use of Ihe word “may”. There
is little justification for the existence of this statement given that the Mine
would have a drug testing program and would not hire or retain
employees who have a problem with substance abuse.

B. The DEIS on Page 4-67 refers to the fact that there was no noticeable
increase in crime rates during the construction of the Greens Creek Mtne.
The Committee Is therefore puzzfed by the statement that a 5% increase
in population requires a 5% increase in police services. While the
Commiltee recognizes the obvious correlation between population size
and the size of the police force, it also knows that increases in pubfic
Sewices do not occur on a one-to-one basis, i.e. you do not acquire 5’?’.
of a police officer to accommodate a &/o increase in population.

c. DEIS Section (see Page 4-68) is more generally reflective of the problem
the Committee had with the language dealing with police services. The
Committee would strongly recommend that this section be revised to
reflect a program by program analysis based on a range of population
figures.

D. In general, the Committee is uncomfortable with the use of a simple
mrdtipfier to project costs. Program COSISdo not increase or decrease in
some simple linear fashion or in increments of 1. A $30,000 annual
sidewalk maintenance activity in a town of 30,000 does not become a
cost of $30,001 with the addition of one more person,
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On behalf of the Southeast Alaska Conservation Council (SEACC), I
submit the following comments on the Kensington mine draft
environmental inrpact stateruent. SF.ACC is submitting these comments
in addition to our comments filed through the Sierra Club Legal
Defense Fund.

SEACC has closely followed development of the Kensington mine
project and associated NEPA analysis over the past two years. We
have made an honest effort to let the Forest Service know of our
concerns, early in the process: SEACC staff has attended countless
meetings, met individually with Forest Service officials, and
submitted numerous written comments (to which we have never
received a single written response). Despite these efforts to
participate in the process, the majority of the concerns we have
expressed have not been addressed in the DEIS. We are resubmitting
our comments of the past two years as part of our official comments
on the DEIs.

In addition, we offer the following comments.

In sunrmary, we find the DEIS legally deficient, and request
preparation of a new DEIS following completion of currently ongoing
baseline studies, and additional baseline work that has been
requested, in the marine and terrestrial environments. Despite
repeated comments from SEACC and a host of public agencies, the
Forest Service has insisted on rushing ahead with the DEIS before
adequate baseline work had been completed [NOTE: baseline work on
mountain goats and black bears is not nearly complete, and
additional baseline work has apparently been conducted in the
marine environment but was not used in the DEIS]. without ~omplete
baseline work, irrkpacts of the project cannot be adequately
assessed.

Furthermore, the DEIS does not look at the full range of reasonable
alternatives, and inappropriately eliminates eeveral alternatives

100.1

Discussionsof baselinedata adequacy have been ongoing throughout the EIS
process between Forest Service/ACZ biologists and ADF&G/USFWS biologists.
As a result of these discussions, numerous additional studies have been
completed or initiated to address specific issues. In addition, numerous other
sources of pertinent existing information have been identified and reviewed.
As a result some of the baseline adequacy issues raised by earlier agency or
SEACCletters or meetings have been resolved, However, some baseline
adequacy issues have not been resolved because of differences in professional
opinion regarding the level of baseline data required for an EIS level analysis
of impacts for certain resources,

The focus of the EIS analysis has been to collect and evaluate data that is
reasonably obtainable and that relates to important issues identified by the
scoping process. CEQ regulations do not require an exhaustive collection of
superfluous baseline data for the EIS process when this information is not
likely to modify the outcome of the impact analysis or be of any value in
refining impact projections. Justification relating to how more baseline data
would as8ist or modify the EIS analysis, for the most part, has not
accompanied requests received for baseline data. Some of the requests for
additional data, however, may have some relevance to long-term research for
refining impact projections or developing project specific mitigation, The
Forest Service would be receptive to discuss implementation of these types of
studies as stipulations to the final Plan of Operations,

Many of the differences in opinion regarding the level of baseline data required
for an EIS analysis have revolved around the potential effects of effluent
discharge on water quality and marine organisms in Lynn Canal. For terrestrial
wildlife, requests for additional information have been directed more toward a

J’ILICAN JXIRmTWYC01J?4CN. ● FRIENDS OF IJIRNERS nAY. June,, . WRANGEI.1. RESOURCE CT3JNCN. ● SITKA CONSERVATION S(KW3Y
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species specific approach of documenting existing conditions rather than an
approach based on existing habitat conditions.



With respect to terrestrial wildlife species and many aquatic organisms,

projections of impacts may not be obtainable or accurate regardless of the
level of baseline data collected, There are inherent difficulties involved in

obtaining accurate wildlife population information and problems associated
with attempts to project or assess impacts from inferred or observed
population changes that are unique to a resource that can move and possibly

adapt to disturbance activities, As a result, the evaluation of existing
conditions and impact assessment for the EIS has focused primarily on
habitats rather than species.

Various long-term and intensive studies developed to assess wildlife impacts

and mitigation associated with the coal and oil shale industries in the lower 48
states have indicated that monitoring of many wildlife populations before and

after disturbance activities generally cannot distinguish between observed
effects attributable to natural factors or disturbance factors (Phelan et al,,

1986)’. This is especially true for species that migrate seasonally or have
wide-ranging movement patterns, Monitoring of habitat disturbance and
subsequent reclamation has become the preferred approach for assessing
impacts and mitigation success for wildlife species, except in certain cases

where species of special concern require more species specific approaches
(Phelan et al,, 1986),

The evaluation of potential marine organism impacts in the DEIS assumed that

the operator must meet water quality discharge standards imposed by the EPA
and Alaska DEC in the NPDES Permit, No permit would be issued or
discharge allowed unless the operator demonstrates that these standards can
be met. The Forest Service and ACZ fisheries biologists believe that sufficient
information exists to evaluate impacts based on this assumption, Their
analysis has shown that no measurable impacts are expected to occur to
marine organisms (see DEIS pages 4-26 through 4-33), Specific data
collection and species monitoring required by the Alaska DEC for the NPDES
Permit will be used to evaluate impacts and determine mitigation if a project
upset results in discharge of contaminants above the standards specified by

the NPDES Permit. See also response no 93.2.

‘Phelan, TM., S.R. Viert, and S,G. Long, 1986, Wildlife Technologies for
Western Surface Coal Mining, Office of Technology Assessment, U.S.
Congress, Washington, D.C, 183 pp. plus appendices,
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with environmental benefita simply because of added company costs.
Particularly given the fact that the Kensington area is designated
**L~D 11 M to be managed in an undeveloped and roadless statep it

is entirely appropriate for the Forest Service to choose
alternatives with higher company costs if they can provide greater
environmental protection.

Alternatives

We dieagree with the Forest Service$s eelection of the applicant’e
proposal, with relatively few modifications, as the “preferred
alternative.t~ We do support the Forest Service’s decision to place
grinding underground, especially after a recent visit to the Greens
Creek mine. However, the Forest Service has not given adequate
weight to environmental considerations in choosing the preferred
alternative.

SEACC supports the following project design:

1) Cut and fill or other mining method which is conducive to
backfilling. The EIS inappropriately eliminates the cut and fill
mining method due to economic coneideratione and the fact that it
iS **more labor intensive,” but fails to weigh the environmental
advantages of such a nrining method.

2) Dry tailinge disposal, as is currently conducted at Greens
Creek, with surface diepoeal at site A of thoee tailinge which
could not be backfilled.

3] Sackfill of tailings with concrete stabilization, as is
currently conducted at Greens Creek. The DEIS fails to assess
concrete stabilization and wrongly eliminates this option due to
the proportion of fines in the tails. Greens Creek tailings have
very high proportions of fines (85% of which are 400 mesh), even
higher than Kensington (60% at 200 mesh), yet these tailings are
dewatered and backfilled along with coarser tailings.

4) Full treatment of wastewater from the dry tailings or wet
tailinge impoundment, such that tailings effluent meets state
receiving water quality etandarde at the end of the pipe.
Technology exists for such treatment, but the DEIS fails to look
at this option.

5) Further review of joint facilities with the Jualin project.

6) On-site mancamp with helicopter transport of employees from
Juneau airport to heliport st Comet Beach. If the helicopter
transport option is to be ueed, however, the flight path should
stay near Lynn Canalt stay out of Bernere Bay, totally avoid
sensitive goat habitat at the project site and elsewhere, and be
restricted to travel on weekdays. We strongly oppose the concept
of a road and marine terminal out on Echo Cove. We appreciate the
companyvs effort to avoid impacts on Berners Bay.

100.2
The Forest Service has studied the alternatives in the EIS based on NEPA
criteria. The analysis is based on the description of environmental effects
found in Chapter 4.

100.3
Please see Chapter 2 of the FEIS for an expanded discussion of mining
technique selection. There seems to be some ongoing misconception about
the advantages of cut and fill mining over the open stoping methods proposed
by the Kensington Venture. Please remember that even with the use of
cemented backfill, only about 50 percent of the tailings can be returned to the
stopes. If one assumes that the project will ultimately mine 20,000,000 tons of
ore, then somewhere around 10,000,000 tons of tailings would still need to be
placed on the surface. Such a disposal requirement is not trivial, A tailings
site of this size would still have the visual, wildlife habitat, long term
reclamation and maintenance concerns that have been identified for the
tailings disposal sites evaluated in the DEIS.

The question then becomes: Would the reduction in impacts from
implementing cut and fill mining be large enough to warrant requiring the
Kensington Venture to implement this method? The only differences are small
reductions in disturbance area - no environmental concern is eliminated by this
method of mining. Thus, the Forest Service does not consider the
environmental gain to warrant further consideration.

100.4
Comment noted.

100.5
Please see Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional discussion of mining method
selection.



ADDITIONAL COMMEWTS

Baseline etudies

As the ettached comments describe in detail, baseline studies of
the marine end terrestrial environments are woefully inadequate.
Though additional marine studlee have reportedly been conducted,
these have not been released for review and have not had any
influence on the DEIS. Thorough etudies, ae requested by numerous
public agencies, should be conducted prior to release of a new
draft EIS. As we warned repeatedly in earlier comments, the very
baeis of the draft EIS is faulty without the comprehensive etudiee
of marine biology, wildlife, fish, oceanography, bird life,
recreation, end other parts of the affected environment that have
been requested for the past year and a half.

Water quality/mixing zone

Impacta of the project on marine water quality and marine life are
inaccurately described in the EIS. The EIS almost completely
neglects the effect of the fuel/barge marine terminal on this
shallow, productive, and important nearshore area of Lynn Canal.
Combined with the lack of baseline information on currents and
epeciee presence and timing in this area, project impacta on the
nearshore area are inadequately considered in the DEIS. The DEIS
fails to aseees the chronic emall spine that accompany all mince
and marine docking facilities, as well ae to adequately aseess the
potential impacte of larger spine. It also fails to evaluate
impacts of excavating the proposed barge tamp.

Mixing zone. The mixing zone has been mierepreeented as a
‘#treatment facility$l that can be carefully controlled and
reguleted. Ae the experts well know, the bulk eampling upon which
the effluent pilot study is based almost certainly does not reflect
the full variability of heavy metels in the ore body. Effluent
Ievele are almost certain to exceed even the “low flow” levele
depicted in table 4-11. Thase levele, by the way, are well below
the levele predicted in the HDR July 1990 Kensington mine waker
supply and water management plan which states that ~lPilotplants
typically produce slightly better resulte than full scale mill or
treatment worke. In many instances, key parameters typically
exceed pilot test data ~acto ra o-~e,” (p.
55 of HDR) far qreater than the two standarde of deviation used to

Lca~cu~ate the law flow estimates. Hietory more than bears this out
-- virtually every mine hae trouble controlling its effluent
discharge, including Greens Creek, Red Dog, and numerous mines up
and down the weet coast.

1

The EM should have presented this
variability and the likely frequency and extent of wastewaker

~w13 ~&l::~;x;:::in~ Predicted
levels, meaning greater toxicity in

and a bigger mixing zone. As just about anyone
involved with tiiemining industry will freely admit, each mine is

mhf a dynamic -ee, with endlese tinkering and changes in milling and

100.6
Please see rasponse no. 86.4.

100.7
Please see Chapter 2 of the EIS for a discussion of joint facility use,

100.6
The helicopter option proposed by the applicant and studied in the FEIS
incorporates all the attributes you mention.

100.9
Please seeresponses no.5.2 and 1001.

100.10
Expected impacts of constructing and operating abarge Iandingslip anda

fuel transfer station were described on pages 4-33, 4-34 and 4-35 of the DEIS.

Construction impacts are expected to be localized in extent and of short
duration. The most significant impact from such activities wouldbe

displacement and Iossof intertidal animals at the site of construction, which
would be relatively small in scale.

The FEIS includes additional information describing how impacts canbe

minimized by restricting construction and fuel transfer activities to specified
time periods. Additional language isadded l{~the FEIStomore fully desctibe
expected impacts of these actions (see Chapk?l 4),

100.11
The ’’mixing zone” only allows for dilution of the effluent prior to entering the
unrestricted environment. The mixing zone should reconsidered a place
where effluent mixes with its receiving water and not in a sense as a true

method of effluent treatment (constituent removal). Themixing zone is,
however, a defined area or volume of the receiving water surrounding or
adjacent tothepoint of discharge, where even though the point discharge may
notsatisfy allapplicable water quality criteria orstandards, sufficient dilution is
provided within the mixing volume to satisfy the necessary ambient water
quality criteria, Themixing zone, inthisarea, serves essentially the same

function as if water from the receiving waters were diverted into the discharge
from the tailings pond and allowed tomix within the ocean outfall pipe priorto
emptying into Lynn Canal. The use of amixing zone isastatutory issue that
requires ADECand EPA concurrence as partof the NPDES permitting process.



The second issue raised by this comment, regarding the consistency and
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water treatment to maximize mineral extraction, and to minimize
effluent levele.

The DEIS should fully depict this variability, so that fishermen
and others are adequately informed of potential impacts of the
mixing zone. SEACC strongly believes that this sort of experiment
-- and a mixing zone is an “experiment” -- ie not appropriate in
a place like Lynn Canal, particularly in such close proximity to
a major gillnet fishery, a renewable industry which will continue
to support Southeast’s economy long after the mine is gone.

‘The DEIS also should depict the total inadequacy of existing
monitoring and compliance enforcement at ensuring that mining
effluents do in fact meet permit levels.
indication,

If Greens Creek is any
when there are violations of marine effluent levels,

it will takes weeks or even months before any regulator even knows
about the problem. Once violations are discovered, let’s admit
that if Kensington does exceed its permit levele, it is extremely
unlikely that regulatory agencies will have the resources to
quickly and effectively correct, or force Kensington to correct,
the problem.

One final note: it was disconcerting to hear Forest Service and its
consultants, who are supposed to represent the public, stand up one
after another at the hearings and workshope and aggressively defend
the company’s proposal for a mixing zone. As numerous Ifaines and
Juneau residents said to me following these sessions, not once did
a Forest Service or ACZ consultant acknowledge that yes, effluent
levels in a mixing zone do exceed state etandards, and at times a
mixing zone will not work as planned and the plume will have a
greater concentration of heavy metals and cyanide than even the low
flow numbers suggest.

Tailings dam and size of ore body

There appears to be a great discrepancy in the size of the ore body
and capacity of the Sherman creek tailings dam and impoundment
between the Final Scoping Document (FSD) and the EIS. The FSD
calls for a tailings dam that will hold a maximum of 20 million
tOnS, be 240’ high, with max elev. of 6S0 feet. The DEIS calls for
a tailings dam that will hold 30 million tons, be 270~ high, and
alao have a max. elev. of 680 feet. Furthermore diagrams of the
dam and impoundment are identical in both documents. Where does
the extra 10 million tons and 708 of dam elevation fit in? will
the dam and pond be larger at max. capacity than the diagrams
depict?

The Forest Service also has made an unexplained chanqe in
terminology between the FSD and DEIS, from an “upstream design” to
a nmodified centerline.” The modified centerline appears to
actually be a *xmodifiad upstream~v design, which ia absolutely
inappropriate for this site. We request an independent review of
the dam design if the Forest Service persists in its recommendation
of wet tailinga. Also, the lack of an impermeable liner is

validity of the applicant’s bulk sample derived water quality characteristics is a
reasonable concern. Obviously, a mineral sampling program is designed to
provide as accurate data as possible by statistical interpretation. Without good
information the success and feasibility of the applicant’s project are impossible
to assess. However, in sampling an ore body, variations in mineralogy are
expected. Some ore bodies have a significant amount of variations others
have been shown to be very homogeneous. The potential ore variability of the
Kensington ore body has been specifically evaluated based upon the
applicant’s need to verify the feasibility of the material for milling and other
economic purposes. According to the available data (Kirkham, 1991) the
actual mined ore characteristics should closely duplicate the bulk sampling
results. While it is indeed impossible to predict the actual variations in effluent
water quality that could result from variations in the mineralogy of the ore
body based solely on the laboratory tests, they provide the best information for
characterization of the effluent in orderto base the analysis of potential water
quality impact and mitigation measures.

The specific concerns the commenter has regarding the Greens Creek project
provide a good opportunity to discuss contingencies available tothe
Kensington project in the event that mill effluent quality does not conform to

the projections. Greens Creek ore has been shown to have a great deal more
copper variability than anticipated. The mill effluent has had a higher copper
and lead effluent level than projected during planning. Consequently, in
response to this problem, the company installed a mill effluent water treatment
plantin 1990-1991 to further reduce the metal cyanide complexes in the

effluent and precipitate and settle, for stabilized disposal, copper and lead
precipitates priorto piping the treated effluent to the storage pond which

discharges to Hawk Inlet. The full scale project was successful in reducing the
level of copper and lead to levels better than achieved in bench scale testing.
The same retrofit options will be available to the Kensington project in the
event that the concentration of regulated pollutants exceed the projected
values and additional parameter specific treatment is necessary. It is the
applicant’s responsibility under law to satisfy all water quality criteria defined
under its NPDES Permit.

100.12
A large effort to improve the predictions for the FEIS has rendered many of the
conclusionsin HDR (1990) obsolete.

100.13
The FEIS presents the most accurate estimate of expected water quality that
can be developed until the project begins running and operating data are
available, Please see the revised discussion of water quality in Chapter 4.

lb



100.14
Comment noted. The effects resulting from altering or refining process
procedures cannot be anticipated or identified, therefore NEPA can only
consider the processes proposed, If the project is approved and goes into
operation under approved permits, any alteration or refinement to procedures
would be required to meet permit stipulations.

100.15

Mixing zones are well established in Alaskan regulatory practice. The Forest
Service does not have the authority to approve or disapprove a mixing zone.
This authority is provided under EPA and ADEC regulations.

The FEIS has included an additional alternative which uses enhanced water
treatment and locates the marine outfall south of Point Sherman in order to
further assess potential impacts and address public concerns,

100.16
The Forest Service is actively working with EPA and ADEC to develop a

monitoring plan that will improve regulatory oversight of the Kensington
Project. Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes revised management, mitigation and
monitoring objectives.

100.17
At present, the reserwe estimate for the Kensington Project is approximately 12
million tons. The proponent haa estimated that the reserve could expand to as
much as 20 million tons. To allow for additional reserve expansion the EIS
evaluates sites capable of handling up to 30 million tons of tailings, This will
allow for considerable growth in reserves or sharing of facilities giving the sites
evaluated in the EIS flexibility, The dam height needed for the 20 million ton
case is 240 feet. The 270 foot dam height allows for the 30 million ton case.

100.18
Terminology was switched from the Final Scoping Document to the DEIS
because the “upstream” design term used in the Final Scoping Document was
incorrect. As part of the State Dam Safety Program an independent dam
safety evaluation has been undertaken. The results of this evaluation are
being incorporated into the final dam design.

100.19
The impermeable core is needed for structural stability of the dam. It is not
intended to function as a liner,



inappropriate. The so-called impermeable
impermeable at all.. A liner is critical.

We request an explanation and comparison

layer in the dam is not

of the Probable Maximum
Flood (PMF) with the lo-year and- 100-year floods. We strongly
doubt that the proposed Sherman creek pipe, Ophir Creek diversion,
and dam itself can handle all flood events likely during the life
of the project and in the future before the tails have settled and
this should be explained in EIS.

The description of long-term maintenance costs for the dam and
creek diversions also has not been adequately addressed.

Avalanches

Echo Bayss own avalanche analysis (p. 3) shows that the Ophir Creek
avalanche path, which terminates at the 650$ level, would croes not
only the Ophir diversion, but also would enter the tailings pond
when it nears maximum capacity (6S01 elevation). The impacts of
avalanches into the tailings pond and associated facilities are not
adequately addressed in the 13EIS.

Attached are some page specific comments as well as previous
comments which we ask be made a part of SEACC*S official comments
on the DEIS. We request that you respond in writing to these
attached comments as well as to the above comments.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

&a.4
Chris F%nch
Assistant Director

100.20

The PMFwas used as the design event for tailings pond containment.

100.21
Please see response no. 7.5.

100.22

Please see discussions of avalanche hazards presented in the Geotechnical
Considerations section of Chapter 4 (DEIS and FEIS), This section discloses
that it is possible, but unlikely, that an avalanche could extend beyond the
historical slide zone and block a portion of the Ophir Creek diversion. The
tailings dam design criteria allows for safe containment of potential high flow
conditions from Ophir Creek.
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S-11 ‘*Sedentary organisms living wltnln these sediments could be
expected to bioaccumulate certain metals.ll

This is e direct violation of 18 AAC 70.032, which explicitly
prohibits discharge of substances which have the potential to
bioaccumulate.

‘2-12 “Excess water from the pile, accumulated as a result of net
precipitation buildup, would be discharged from the holding pond
via a marine outfall in accordance with an EPA administered NPDES
Permit.!!

Thie statement, which is concerned with drainage from
Alternative E’s dewatered tailings pile, leaves the following
questions unanswered:

What is the expected water volume based on annual
precipitation averages?

How will the concentrations of heavy metals and cyanide in the
runoff differ frOm the concentrations found in effluent from a
tailinas pond?

t

Will-trace cyanide surviving the cyanide-destruct process be
more or less likely to persist in a dewatered tailings pile than

l@.~ in a tailings pond?

2-40 “Scheduling of barga traffic to Kensington around fishing
openings, to the extent practicable
commercial fishing.!!

, would minimize conflicts with

Who, and what factors , will determine practicability?

2-50 Table 2-5, Comparison of Impacts
The Fisheries section of this table considers only the

relatively minor fisheries of Sweeney and Sherman Creeks. No
summation of the potential for adverse impacts on the Lynn Canal
salmon, bottomfish, and crab fisheries is presented. Ie this
because the potential impacts are too numerous to synopsize In such
a table??

t

4-19 ‘An CIIIINM1 program for the maintenance of constructed
~,~~ c&nnels, and erosion measures may be required in perpetuity after

ina is terminated.1~

1“ ~h~t perpetual financing is contemplated for this maintenance?

4-19 ‘lFailure of the spillway would cause erosion of the
surrounding drainage area and underlying materials, headcutting and
increased sedimentation in Sherman Creak until a new channel
becomes established and stabilizes over time.*l

100.23
The State of Alaska commonly allows discharge of substances that can
bioaccumulate. The issue, however, is to what extent and to what effect,
which is implied in the regulation cited, In the case of the proposed project,
no measurable bioaccumulation is expected in organisms that are harvested
by humans. While some bioaccumulation would likely occur in non-mobile
bottom organisms residing for lengthy periods in the vicinity of theoutfali,
effects on these populations are expected to be negligible, Biomagnification
of heavy metals to higher trophic levels feeding on those benthic organisms is
not expected, A more detailed discussion of this matter is provided in Kessler

and Vigers (1992).

100.24
Knight and Piesold have estimated that the runoff from the drytailings
disposal site (A or B) would average 467 gallons per minute, based on 80
inches of rainfall and 17.14 inches of evaporation at the site each year.

100.25
We have assumed that this question refers to the difference between the runoff
from the placement of dry tailings (Al!, E) versus the discharge from the

proposed tailings impoundment (Ah. B), Please see Chapters 2 and 4 of the
FEIS for additional discussion of Alternative E.

100.26
Please see additional discussion of dry tailings effects in Chapter 4 of the
FEIS.

100.27
Please see response no. 99.24.

100.28
The analysis has not identified any significant impacts to fisheries in Lynn
Canal. However, the FEIS has included an alternative which locates the marine
outfall south of Point Sherman in order to eliminate potential conflicts with
commercial fishing concerning net and anchor fouling.

100.29
Please see response no. 7.5.

100.30
The discussion you refer to has been modified in the FEIS. The confusion
results from the omission in the DEIS of qualifying statements, The discussion
was intended to refer to the expected effects in the absence of long term
maintenance.
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Given that the new channel will be establishing itsalf through
the tailings pile, it seems that *increased sedimentationeg is a
remarkable understatement, given the fins granularity of the
tailings. Has any modeling been done to estimate the time to
stabilization and the amount of mass likely to be displaced for
various potential spillway failures?

4-26 A discussion of the environmental consequences for marine
resources begins here. The discussion is very specific about many
points, yet overall it fails to present a clear description of the
effects of the proposed discharge.
include:

Questions left unanswered

How does the size, shape, and orientation of the mixing zone
vary with seasons, tides, and discharge volumes? This information
is critical in order to establish which fish habitats may be
impacted by the discharge. There is no evidence within the DEIS
that modeling of the plume characteristics beyond the zero-current
case was conducted. While the zero-current case is indeed the
worst-case scenario for dilution, it also is a simplification of
actual conditions. What modeling has been done of plume dynamics
in more realistic scenarios?

What percentage of the heavy metals in the effluent will
precipitate out upon mixing and what percentage will remain in
solution?

Given that there is a net up-canal movement of saline water
at depth compensating for the net seaward movement of fresher
surface water, will sediments emanating from the outfall accumulate
up-canal? If so, what impact might this have on the Pacific cod
fishery in the Sullivan Island area?

What additional contaminants will be introduced into the
effluent as a result of TSS-mitigation techniques? Apparently the
mitigation technique to be used had not been determined at the time
that the DEIS was published. What chemicals are being considered
for reducing suspended solids, and what are their likely impacts
on biota?

Are statements such as “Time spent within this area would pose
no threat to the health of these animals [zooplankton] because of
the very short duration of exposure” (p. 4-3o) hypotheses or have
they been experimentally verified? This section of the DEIS is
particularly rife with such statements. If these mattere have in
fact been subjected to scientific investigation why are no
citations for the relevant work given?

Finally, the mixing zone is considered to be that region in
which EPA-mandated water quality standards are not met, and this
definition is certainly within the letter of the law. The DEIS
would provide a greater public service however, if it also
attempted to quantify the total region in which concentrations of
dissolved metals resulting from mine effluvia are greater than
current ambient levels.

4-28 “The effluent stream is characterized in Table 4-9, Estimated
Water Quality for the Mill and Tailings Impoundment Effluent under
the column entitled Combined Tailings Pond Discharge Water
Quality.”

100.31
Themixing zone will notchange with season, tide or discharge volume. If
allowed, itwould be a specific three dimensional zone around the diffuser.
This zone will be geographically fixed. Alaska water quality standards will be
met everywhere outside the mixing zone.

For additional discussion of plume dynamics and available studies see

response no. 100.32.

100.32
Chapter 4 of the FEIS expands on the analysis of plume characteristics
presented inthe DEIS. Seealso thesupport document Kessler and Wgers
(1992) ifamore complete technical account is desired. Sk_icecurrent swill
improve diffuser performance above that projected in the DEIS, there is little to
beserved byincluding this variable in the analysis. However, currents will
deflect thedischarge plume from its normal (zero current) trajectory
somewhat. While this will have no significant negative effect onthe size and
shape of the mixing zone, it does have important bearing on compliance
monitoring since it affects the Iocation of the edge of initial mixing (see
response 117.192). This is an NPDES issue and hence its discussion is not
included in Chapter40f the FEISor in the supporting documentation.

100.33
Assuming the comment refers to residual heavy metals in the effluent
discharge to the ocean mixing zone, precipitation is again controlled by the
reaction kinetics. lnfreshwater these areprimarily related topH and the
availability of anions in the solution as described in the response to comment
100.6. This issomewhat more chemically complicated in a marine
environment, but the process is essentially the same. Significant additional
precipitation in Lynn Canal would not be anticipated, however, flocculation of
the particles already formed could be expected. The alkaline chlorination
process provides generally ideal conditions for hydroxide metal precipitation.
Any re-dissolving of metals occurring in the tailings pond, due to the lower PI+,

would not result in significant additional reprecipitation in the mixing zone due
tothe similarity in PH. Based upon theeffluent quality predictions, the
concentrations for all parameters aregenerally solowthat thesolubility would
not be exceeded regardless of thecation concentration, and significant
additional precipitation in the receiving waterwould notbe expected. Some
organic and inorganic adsorption and solids accumulation will take place
within the mixing area, however, the concentrations are generally so low that
monitoring and analysis inthemarine environment would be difficult, if not
impossible.



100,34
A detailed analysis of wastewater particulate deposition patterns is presented
in Chapter40f the FEIS and in more detail in the supporting document
Kesalerand Vigers (1992). This analysis is based on currents measured in
Lynn Canal over a260day period (over 25,0000 bservations spaced over15
minute intervals between September and June). This current time-series spans
all the significant variability intidal currents and inthe secondary seasonal
modifiers such as river driven estuarine circulation, seasonal wind-driven
circulation and water column density distribution effects, Thus the deposition
analysis includes all important persistent current effects,

100.35
No additional chemical addition for settling has been identified as being
anticipated for the applicant’s proposal in the DEIS; however, Alternative F
presented in the FEIS does describe the options available for treatment of both

the cyanide circuit and the tailings pond effluent that would involve the use of
treatment chemicals (polymers, lime, etc,), Theuse of environmentally
compatible settling aids and polymers is quite common, These chemicals are
usedin such lowconcentrations that environmental impact isnormally nota
consideration, Almost without exception, domestic water treatment relies on
the use of natural and synthetic polymers, lime and ferric, to enhance settling
and filtration, Residuals of these chemicals occur in the final finished water
without significant concern for human health, Some natural organic polymers,
such as, sodium alginate, acompound extracted from brown seaweed and
chitosan, obtained from crab shells, show promise and have been used in

other countries as environmentally degradable coagulant, but costs are
currently very high compared to synthetic polymer,

100.36
The exposure time of zooplankton is based on the knowledge that these
animals are of essentially neutral buoyancy and would, if they became
entrained in the rising plume, travel with the rising plume, The estimate of
time spent in the plume is then simply a matter of knowing the rate and height
of plume rise,

100.37
FEIS Chapter 4 gives estimates of total mixing zone volume,

100.38
The columns you are looking for
Flow Pond Effluen~ in the DEIS,

are titled “Average Pond Effluent” and “Low
The table has been re-formatted in the FEIS.
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100.39
The marine discharge from conventional tailings disposal versus dewatered
tailings disposal (Alternative E) differs in that there is a larger area of
undiverted runoff for the conventional system, The dewatered option would
have a lower average annual discharge as follows:

I Unfortunately, this very significant column does not appear
- Conventional disposal

in Table 4-9. - Dewatered tailings

2961 gpm
1442 gpm

4-36 ‘tPotential impacts assocated with marine discharges from the
project would be essentially the same under all action
alternatives .$*

1 Is this true for Alternative E (dewatered tailings)?
.
Part F, Hazardous Material Handling Plan, p. F3

In the discussion of the facility design for containing
cyanide spills, it is stated that: “An emergency decant valve will
alao be installed such that any unueually high volume of decant
could be discharged directly to the tailings pond for containrnent.es

This is alarming. The tailings pond by and large does not
contain liquids, it contains tailing solids. Ah unspecified
portion of the water is pumped back to the mill for reuse in
processing and the rest is free to enter the marine discharge.
This means that there exists Y desicr~ a pathway for cyanide to
enter Lynn Canal untreated. This design must be re-examined.

Since water quality will decontrolled by federal effluent limitations and State
water quality standards through the NPDES permit process, marine discharges
for conventional or dewatered alternatives would be similar. Effluent quality
will decontrolled by technology based treatment that would be required at
times for both systems producing similar effluent concentrations for discharge.

100.40
Water retentionin the tailings pond would also decontrolled with avalved
decant system. The system described consists of a decant structure designed
to discharge water in excess of the design water volume from the surface of
the retention pond. A valved decant is a structure that can be regulated
(opened or closed) to maintain design water retention in the pond. The
structure has an inlet riser that controls the surface elevation of the water in the
pond. Wtththis design there is noopen uncontrolled pathway for cyanide to
enter Lynn Canal.
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April 14, 1991
Mr. Roger Birk
Kensington team leader
U.S. Forest Service
8465 old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Roger:

t?eze is a summary of my basic ccncerns regarding the marine
(nearshore) baseline studies on the Kensington project. I
appreciated the opportunity tc talk with you and Don Martin the
other night.

we strongly believe that these problems need to be corrected. As
the attachments to the enclcsed memo indicate, numerous
biologists have stated that the marine baseline work is
fundamentally flawed.

There has been more than ample time to collect thie baseline
data, but somehow it has ne’Jer happened. Forest Service meetings
held last fall to discuss the adequacy ot this baseline
information revealed widespread concern over existing studies, as
have subsequent agency comments. Instead of resolving this basic
problem, the discussion has been ehifted to “monitoring” studies,
which are very different from baseline work.

i

As a result, the debate over baseline adequacy has never been
finished, much lese resolved. It is part of a much larger
problem, one which is now threatening to recur with the Jualin

~.dl project. I don’t think that it can be forever shoved under the
carpet. The Foreat Service and Kensington Venture will avoid many
future problems if they openly and honestIy discuss baseline
problems, and supplement existing studies, before the draft EIS
is released. This has not occurred.

\

Thanks for this opportunity to comment. 100.41

The Forest Service conducted baseline adequacy reviews in February 1991.

‘Z32

Based on the findings of our professional staff, aided by the ACZ staff, we
determined that the baseline was adequate to describe the effects of the

Chris Finch alternatives.

cc : Kensington Venture
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Wational Marine Fisheries Service
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Ala=ka Department of Ersvironmerstal CQnsemation

WL I CAM rCRESTRY cOJMCIL ● lRIENCS Or IMNHS Ebwq Jumeau ● WAMGE1l @ESOJRCE CWNCI1 ● SIISA CONS fWA1l OH $OClf TV
rnls[ ISIMD. KQ3U LME clxcl L, Te. ahee Scmlflgl ● .~wl C4W1L Cws[nvll m. mines ● IAKU CCWSEN4110N SWIEIY, Juneau

.
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Date: April 14, 1991 -
To: Roger Birk, Kensington IDT lea:er, U.S. Forest Service
FrOm: Chris Finch ~fiF

Re: Deficiencies in studies of Pt. Sherman fishery/marine
environment for Kensington ❑ine EIS

We believe that the Forest Ser/ice is moving ahead with a
draft environmental impact statemezt (EIS) on the Kensington mine
prematurely given the major shortccnings in the project’s xarine
baseline studies.

Baseline studies are important because they provide the
basis for: (1) predicting and assessing impacts of a project; and
(2) monitoring the actual impacts cf the project as it develops.
According to numerous state and fe?eral agetICieS, eXisti51g

baseline studies are inadequate for either of these purposes.
Despite their recommendations, the Forest Service is moving ahead
,with an environmental impact state~ent (EIS) on the Kensington

P mine, due out later this spring.
b
N The rich Lynn Canal gillnet fishery is among the most
4X significant and economically valuable resources that will be

affected by the Kensington mine. Eowever, the fisheries and
general marine environment near Pt. Sherman have received much
less study than other resources possibly affected by the project.

Impacts to the marine environment are among the most likely
impacts which could occur as a result of the project. Forest
Service documents discuss possible releases o
toxic substances into the marine er:<ironment.

{ cyanide’ and other
In addition,

Kensington Venture has requested that they be allowed to
discharge tailings water containing elevated levels of cyanide
and heavy metals into a ‘rmixing zone~$ in Lynn Canal just north of
Pt. Sherman. If this is approved, Kensington will be able to
discharge tailings water that excee3s state and federal water
qtiality standards directly into Lyr.nCanal.

1 M...aoroperl!operated i~snidelcachin~ Iacilit} should pose no d~ngcr IO humans

~nd nearby wildlife in terms of hazard duc to c:anide poisoning. Rrleas?sof c}anide into
rrceising surface w aters and subwquersldegradation or loss .- in all Ijktlihood Itmporar> --
of fisheries are gcnrrall} the most probable !hrcat.- Forest Service Draf# S.-OPIIIS Oorunwnt
.April1990,p,59.

‘Webelieve that project waste waler should be treated to pre-project waler quali!y Ie%cls
prior to release into LynnCanal--full,xastewa!et[r:aimentshould be integral part of DE IS.
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Despite
Service hae
concerntt in
biological s

these probable impacts, and although the Forest
dentified the Lynn Canal fishery as a “key issue of
ts review of Kensington, only eleven days of cursory
udies have ever bepn conducted in the Pt. Sherman

area for the Kensington project’ (three days in April 1988, six
days in April 1989, two days in October 1989). This ignores
repeated recommendation by state and federal agencies that
extensive biological and oceanographic research be conducted at
Pt. Sherman.

These agencies have found serioue deficiencies in the
initial studies, a~d have recommended further n~r~ne research on
numerous occasions :

Concerning extant marine investigations, we do not believe that the outfall
areas have becrr adequately described in Iermsof physical characteristics,
rauna, bottom topography, bottom type, seasonal surface i’tndsubsurrace
currents. Ind normal turbidily ranges. (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser}lce,
Iz/10,90 Iettcr to Kensington Venture)

We recommend that biological, chemical, arrd physical dala bccollectcd at
the proposed discharge site in Lynn Ctrsal.(National \larine Fl$herlts
Ser*ice, 9j18,901etter lo Forest Service)

.,.our Seneral impression is that these studies arc not adequate to serve as a
b~seline for either predicting the erl’cctsof the proposed Kensington mitreor
to serve as Ihe round ationor a monitor ingprogram. (,ilaska Department of
Fish and Game, [/17;91 ktferto Kcrtsington Verrtrarc)

The Forest Service iteelf has recommended additional
baseline work in the marine environment. In a list of
I!Additional Needs for Baseline Data and Analyees (11/90),” Force.t
Service hydrologies Steve Paustian and fisheriee biologist Don
Martin recommended further assessment of marine biota, including:

1) Need tosupplcment nears.here biological survey with additional data,
Determine pelagic fish (including juvenile salmon) use of mmrshore
habitat.

2) Need to review commercial fishing statistics to determine adult salmon
migration pallerns.

3) Xecd tosupplcmerst bot!omrish andcrabsurkcy with additional dota,
Both crab pot and long line transect snced to be repeated toe~aluate
ho bitst use throughouttheyear.

Nowever, deeplte these almoet universal recommendations,
new On-Site marine research has been conducted since 1989.
Though sotne of the information requested can be gathered from
existing literature and local knowledge, cooperating agency
biologists believe further research is needed at Pt. Sherman

no

before impacts of the project can be assessed. Attachment 1 is a

Isee Alta~hm~nt 2 ror list or completed morine studies.

4 Sce Attachment 3 ror further agency commentson the marine hnscline work done ror
Kensing!ort,

100.42
Please see response no, 5,2.

100.43
Please see response no, 5.2,

100.44
Please see response no. 5.2,

100.45
Please see response no, 5.2,

100.46
Please see response no, 5.2

100.47
Please see response no. 52

100.48
Please see response no, 5,2
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partial list of the marine work that has been requested by state
and federal agencies, compared to what has actually been done.

At a minimum, the following additional marine studies should
ke conducted before the draft EIS is released:

1) Conduct scientifically repeatable studies to determine
presence and timing of pelagic fish in nearshore area,
particularly in cove north of pt. Sherman. Biologists think
that this may be an important nursery area for juvenile
salmon, and possibly for herring and other species as well,
Numerous biologists, including those contracted by the
Forest Service to review this project, have acknowledged
that they know little about the importance of this area to
juvenile salmon, herring, and eulachon. Reportedly tidal
currents create eddies in t.F,isarea where a spill or mixing
zone discharge could .acc.urmiate. This area is adjacent to
the proposed barge ramp and fuel offloading area, where
spills would be most likely. This area has also been
proposed as a possible discharge location for the tailings
water, and is also the end of Sherman Creek.

A valid study of this area should be conducted with full
consultation with the Forest Service, Alaska Dept. of Fish
and Game, and National Marine Fisheries Service. Biologists
have tentatively suggested tow net and beach eeine surveys
during the times when juvenile salmon and herring would most
likely be present.

2) Conduct scientifically repeatable studies to determine
presence and timing of bottomfish and crab. As detailed
below, initial surveys of these species were extremely
limited. The Forest Service apparently is considering
placing the tailings water discharge at a greater depth in
Lynn Canal, Additional crab pot surveys, at different times
of year, usincj proper crab pots, are needed, including times
when crabs are likely to be present and enter traps (most of
existing surveys were conducted during the molting period),
Additional longline surveys, using variable-sized hooks, at
different times of the year, are also needed. (See Alaska
Department of Fish and Game comments, attached).

3) conduct further, on-site study of the chemical and physical
oceanography in nearshore area and at proposed discharge
locations. Further information on currents, temperature,
and salinity should be collected for each proposed discharge
site, including dye studies,
EIS.

prior to release of the draft
This information is necessary to determine where the

j@.51
discharge plume will go, how rapidly it will be diluted,
where the metals which precipitate out from the plume will
fall, and specific impacts of the discharge. The existinq
Lynn Canal oceanography report for Kensington did not
examine oceanography in nearshore area or at proposed
outfall locations and did not take place over a full year.

4) Conduct on-site evrveys of marine mammals in Pt. Sherman area.

@.5z ~ Fishermen and others report frequent sightings of Stellar
sea lions in the area and haulouts not far to the north.

100.49
Please see response no. 5.2

100.50
Please see response no. 5.2

100.51

Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS which includes an expanded analysis of the
Lynn Canal environmental impacts. Also refer toresponses 93.45,93.74,
93.75,93.79 and Kessler and Vigers (1992).

100.52
Considerable additional information onthe occurrence of marine mammalsin
the vicinity of the project areawas collected after receipt of this comment
letter. Anumber of Wologists with the ADF&Gand gillnetters familiar with the
Point Sherman area were interviewed, and data obtained from these interviews
were included in the analysis in the FEIS.
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AGENCY COMMENTS ON LYNN CANAL, MARINE FISHERIES/ENVIRCX:MENT

Below are listed pertinent agency cor.ments on existing
marine baseline studies as well as recommendations for additional
research. These commente reflect the consistent DaqUS!StS for
marine baseline work.

Us. Fish and Wildlife Service ‘

6/7/90 letter to Forest Service
Orheradditionnt items that should be inclrsdcd irs the succeeding

document are discussion ofprojccted tfiilings pond ustcr quality nod levels
of suspended tailings and scltlemcnl rate .,. sletalled dlscss$slon o(themixlrsg
zone and the L!nn Canal fltherles resources;

9/24/90 letter to Kensington Venture (W)

,Sci!hcr Ihc fisheries plan nor the bssclinc pljn include monitoring of
metal lc~els in the marine environment. Baseline ds!l is needed prior to
mine dc~clopment IO record naturally occur rin~ metal Icvels...

In oddi!ion to [he surfoce w31cr monitoring parameters listed in table
D2, bionssaysshossld be part of the monitor ingplon...

12/10/90 letter to UV
Concerning extant marine in~cstigations, we do not believe that the

cwIf*ll oreas hate been mlequritely described in terms of ph>sical
chiracicristics. fauna. bottom topography. bottom t}pe, seasonal surface and
subsurface currents, and normal turbidity ranges.

The F&\V Scrvicc requests !htrt brssclinc data on mct~l Ievclsprcsent in
scssile and resident mobile marine orgnnisms be obtained for comparison
with frr(srrc opera! ional monitoring data..,

Bccauscof the importanccof Lynn Canal to both commercial and
rccrcation~l fishing, this subject should be a component of the
En~ ironmental >fisnagcmcnt section, ui!h particular refcrcncc tomorine
outfall and dock site,’ facilities discussion. Houc\cr lha! u~s not spporcnt in
the .Applicant proposal. There is noosscssmcn!of species !akcn, har$est
IC, CIS, fishing,’crabbi ng,,’shrimping cl’fort, or$coson~l u$cor !hc area. If this

t!peof information is prcsenlly being collcc!cd, then it should be noted. It is
cri!ical to (isherics concerns that this in forrn~tion bc included in future
dccuments.

~~ional Marine Fisheries Service

9/18/90 letter to Forest Service
In e~rlier mce!ings and in corrcspondcncc. WC identified our concern

rcg~rding the dischorge of contaminants into L:, nn Crsnol and the potcntinl
for ld$crscel’fccts to fisher! resources and bobt!ols. NC rc:omrncnci thot
bi(,logicsl. chemical. andph!sical basclinc Jat3bccollectcd ~[!hcproposcd
dis:hargesile in Lynn Canal,

100.53

Please see response no. 5.2.

Environmental Protection Acaency

6/1/90 letter to Forest Service

Thcpltsn for rcstora!irsnof adrainagechanncl through the toilings
pond will contribsr!c to (he transport of tailings downs!rcam toward Lynn
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Mr. Hike Phelan
ACZ Inc.
Jordan Creek Center [00

8800 Glacier Highway, suite 21S
Juneau, AK 99801

Gedt xike:

We were pleased to receive euweys of Bernere Bay and Lynn Canal
from the Independent contractor helping to prepare the draft
Kensington i?IS. This type of direct survey of the recreational
use of EkernereBay and Lynn Canal is critical to understanding the
public~s use of this area and evaluating impacts that may occur
from the Kensington and other projects.

However, we are concerned that the current suwey period is much
too short to get a good picture of the kinds and magnitude of
recreational u=e that.take place in Berners Bay antiin Lynn Canal.
Such a limited survey period, especially at this time of year, will 100.54

undoubtedly under-represent recreational use of these areas. For a full discussion of the results of the recreation survey, please see Beck
Literally hundreds of people recreate in the Berners Bay area (and and Baird (1991).
unknown numbers use Lynn Canal), and it is,unlikely that more than

miniecule fraction of theee fiehermen, hunters, kayakers,
;oatere, sightseers and othere have been able to fill out a survey.

,;;= rzsivzcl Cza S“ur-;sva <z late December, iust rxior to the
holidays, and were as<ed to return them b’y ~anua;y 23. As a
reeult, only about two weeks were available for people to respond.
Many people in Juneau are out of town during this general period,
and Berners Bay usere who are in town are unlikely, at this time
of year, to freguent the placee where surveys were available (such
ae the Alaska Discovery store--open only two afternoon per week).

We would assume that thie survey has been conducted because of thh
lack of good data on recreational use of Berners Bay and Lynn
Canal, and we commend this attempt to more information. However,
recreation was identified as a critical issue early in the initial
scoping procese and in subsegment comments laet year, and the
current survey comee across as a last-minute, incomplete effort.
When I spoke with Us. McGown of Beck and Baird, she said that the
survey period could not be extended because of an impending
deadline on the EIS.

Ideally, a survey of Berners Bay and Lynn Canal use would include
on-cite eurveying at the Echo Cove boat ramp on repeated summer

WLICMI FoKSIRY CCUMCIL ● fRlfMOSOF SfRMEM 6S$, JW.SMI* WM!4CML RESOJSCC CCIJklCl! ● SIWA CMS6RW1[OS SOCIETY
FALSE IS.LMO. KOOC mxf CWVCI1. lmkee wires ● LYNN CAFInl CIMSEaVAflW, HatMs ● IA~ c~$Etv~Il~ ~l~fy. ‘m~au

uARRCWS C0NsfRV4110S COAL1ll W, Petersburg ● lRIESOS of CLKIFR SIN, GIntann ● 10SCMS cONSf RVATlOll SOCIETY, Ketchikm

MASK4 SCCIHY or AMERICAN fOnMOWLLERS, vdnt 8aker ● JUNEAU GROJP StERRh cLuo ● YAWIA1 RESmCE cOUSERVAllOM CWNCI1



Iweekends, es well es distribution to locel businesses and interest
groups likely to be visited by Berners Bay users. Surveys should
be distributed in Haines as well as Juneeu.

can the current survey period effort be significantly
IX?.* ~%;clsd? Intheinterest. ofacomprehensive EISthat adequately

documents existing recreation uses in the project area and poseible
impacts from the proposed mine, we urge you to extend end expand
upon this initial survey effort.

II~d be happy to discuss this issue with y’ou. ‘l’hanksfor your
consideration.

Sin&rew:$

Chris Finch
SEACC staff

cc: Mary HcGown, Beck end Baird
Roger Birk, U.S. Forest Service
Friends of Berners Bay
Territorial Sportsmen
Alaska Discovery
Sierra Club, Junesu group
Juneau Kayak Club
Juneau Audubon
Taku Conservation



environmental analysis process required by the National

/

nvironmental Policy Act. The Forest Service has yet to
adequately explain a reasonable basis for failing to evaluate the
environmental consequences of the 1990 Kensington drilling plan
and the full Kensington project in a single impact statement. In
deciding our appeal, you acknowledge that the drilling ~ vitally
linked to full mine development: ‘tThe uee of the proposed
structure(s) @ dependent upcm the actual operation of the mine.~~
Appeal Decision at 3. According to NEPA, such connected actions
must be considered in a eingls EIS. Although this iseue ie
central to our appeal, you do not directly address this concern.

Your November 30th decision states that “the basis of the
evaluation of the mining operation is centered on the proposal as
submitted - ae it is with any other project initiated for
implementation.t’ Appeal Decision at 3. This is exactly the kind
of tunnel vision that NEPA was designed to avoid. As SEACC has
repeatedly pointed out over the last few months, the many small
decisions made by tha Forest Service over the past three years
have added up to some major impacts at the Kensington site. Your
November 30th decision unfortunately affirms euch piecameal
decision-making. Such management violates NEPA, bypasses the
legitimate planning process, and does a disservice to the public,
which never gets a good picture of the overall impact of many 100.55
small decisions until it is too late. All correspondence related to the Kensington Project was reviewed during

We stand by our assertion that the drilling illegally development of this EIS.
segmented the NEPA procees.

2. The Foreet Servlce*s justification for its decision to allow
the drilling is unclear, inconsistent, and poorly documented
in the November 30 appeal decision and throughout the
drilling planning process.

We remain unconvinced of the need foz the dzilling prior to
completion of an EIS, an ‘tincertainty which apparently is shared
by the Forest Serv!.ce. In the Distric5 Ranger”s initial November
9 -decision and in repeqted cor.versations with Forest Service
personnel, the Forest Service”s primary justification for the
drilling was that it was needed to determine the viability of the
millsite: ‘This decision will provide the Forest Service with
information on the feasibility of the proposed millsite.w
November 9, 1990 Decision Notice at 3. As we stated in our
appeal, local engineers considered it very unlikely for the
millsite not to be feasible. This contention apparently has been
borne out by the preliminary resulte of the drilling.

In the November 30 decision, howevar, the Forest Service
changes its mind about the fundamental nead for the drilling:
~#The economic viability of the mill cite is not. a major factor in
the determination of suitability for development, as related to
the Foreat Service analys;s.n Ap?eal Decieion at 3. This

2



inconsistency brings the very basis of the initial Forest Service
decision into queetion.

The Foreet Service goes on to say that the drilling is
needed because l~it is not our desire to require a company or
organization to accept an alternative that. is economically
harmful to them. ..” ~ No one is asking them to do that, and a
decision by the Forest Service not to allow the drilling would
not have caused such a result. We simply asked that the drill!ng
not occur until cumulative impacts (of drilling and the full
project) and other potential mill sites Were evaluated in the EIS
process.

The Forest Service agenoy etill has not substantiated its
claim that such a delay would result in “severe financial harm,t~
a qUeStiOn We raised in our November 26 letter to the Forest
Service. Furthermore, if the Companyee economio intereet 1s the
primary Forest Service justification for the drilling (as it
apparently is), it eets an alarming precedent for Forest Service
management of future mining development on the Tonqass.

The Foreet Service forsakee its stewardship responsibilities
when it puts private intereste over public ones. This also sets
the stage for future conflicts rather than eolving very real
problame.

Gary, we urge you to take a step back from the Forest
Service’s narrow view of the Kensington project and re-evaluate
the agency-e role with regard to thle mine and mining in general
on Tongase National Foreet lande.

~lL4R[~’$n$~~‘wChris Finch
Executive director Staff attorney staff assistant



Hovc?:nber26, 1.990

r.lr. fmr.y Morrison
Forest Sup,?rvisor--Chatham area

mmcr RANkNifl .__.

Us. Forest SCIWiCe
DEPUlYt3ANGER_...

204 Slginaka Way
&__________

Sitka, AK 99835

Dear Mr.>~?!~

-— _,_..
F&W .__. —-.. -.

-..—— .,
M.. :

This letter responds to the additional information from the
District Ranger which you faxed to us on Friday, November 23 in
regards to our appeal of the Kensington drilling plan.

The approved drilllng, as well as the additional information
provided by the District Ranger’s office, exemplifies the
fundamental problem with the Forest Service’s apprcach to
Kensington and to hard-rock mining in general: instead of
working as stewarde of the public?s land and resources, the
Forest Service is actively promoting the interests of a mining
company. .

This is not the Foreet Service*e job. The 1872 Mining Law,
although a pcxerful piece of legislation, floes not completely tie
the Forest Service$s hands. The Forest Service retains the power
to regulate ‘Occupancy and use (!in order tO minimiZe adverse

environmental impacts on the surface resources of the national
forests.

Under the existing Tongass Land Management Plan, the Forest
Service is directed to manage l’LUD II” areas such as the
Kensington site ‘tin a roadless state to retain their wildland
character.’~ Mineral activity is allowed subject to existing laws
and regulations. According to the existing TLMP, mining in a IUD
II area is subject to “strict controls on road construction and

fkniningfl$ (1979” TLMP, p. 118)

At Kensington the Forest Service has taken on the inappropriate
role of being an advocate for the project. This perceived role
is clearly evident in the information which you forwarded to us.

The Forest Service begins with two incorrect implicit
assumptions. First, the Forest Service wrongly assumes that the
current Kensington proposa~ will be approved as proposed.
Second, ths Forest Service wrongly assumes it is the agency~s
responsibility to maximize Kensington’s profits.

I

100.56

Pleasesee response no. 100.55.
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I
The Forest Service then presents several spw{fic arg}]ment.a in
Sljpport of the propo.scd drill {rig. The fol.l(~,~ing{s our response,

I1. ‘rho lack of altoruative sibs fl>r the rvill j.san jl]ogical and
insufficient rationale to allow the drilling.

I‘Me second assumption is especially uncertain given the Iaek of

2

According to the Forest Service, the drilling is ncedwl lm?cause
only one site has yet been identified in the EIS process.
Therefore, your agency has declared that it.ncecls to nakl? sure
that &he site is feasible in order to ensure that the EIS !s
‘Icredible. 11

Like ths proposed drilling, this argument puts the “cart before
the horse.!! The Forest Servicels responsibility is to ensure
that all reasonable alternatives are considered in the EIS -- not
to ensure that Kensington’e own proposal is feasible. So far,
the Forest Service has not considered other reasonable
alternatives, including underground milling, milling at the
Jualin site, off-site milling, and other potential mill locations
in the Sherman Creek drainage and in other areas.

Instead, the Forest Service has turned its own failure to
evaluate other sites into a rationale for the drilling (i.e.,
~lBecause this is the only proposed site, this drillin9 is
neededf~) . This drilling is inappropriate before different mill
sites havs been propoeed and evaluated through the EIS process.

2. Perceived economic hardsh{p for the Kensington Venture Is an
unsubstantiated and insufficient reason to allow the proposed
drilling.

The F6rest Service writes that if the drilling is not allowed,
Nwe ~ould find that alternatives in the final are infeasible.
This would cause a significant delay in the project while we
prepare a supplemental EIS. This delay would cause severe
financial harm to the Kensington Venture.”

First of all, if all of these problems @iq occur (and that isea
very big Itifu) what would the Ilsevere financial harm!’ be?
public’s land and resources should not be compromised for
hypothet~cal financial losses because mine development
construction cannot begin exactly when Kensington wants it to
begin.

Secondly, this assertion relles on a long list of questionable
assumption. It aesumes that: 1) the project will be approved;
2) the propoeed mill site will be the final site selected by the
Forest Service; 3) the proposed mill site will turn out to be
unfeasible.

\
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c,>nsidcratic,nthat has tht!sfar been given to other potential
mill sites. It also ignores the rcql.lfrementthat other
propos.lls,Incltidingcome sort of joint mill facility wif:h the
Jualin projwtr und,.rg]:ol]ndmilling, and off-site mi].lingwill be
gtven seriollscons.id,’rat{cm. ‘l%c?Kensington Venture will end[]re
g~-eater financial hard-hip if they plan on the propc:;edmill site
as being the final site (as the Forest Service seems to be now
encouraging thcm to perceive it) and it turns out that another
site is selected.

Furthermore, the Forest Service has failed to address the
question of the likelihood that the proposed site will n- be
feasible. According to two outside engineers, there is very
little chance that the site will not be feasible. Instead, the
proposed drilling is actually needed in order to design the mill.
Such design is premature before other mill sites have been
adequately considered.

3. As we stated in our Notice of Appeal, the proposed drilling
would illegally segment the EIS process.

The Juneau District Office”s reliance on CoBQ~r_Y.dU.fo& is
mistaken. First, this case dealt with oil and gas development,
not hardrock mining. second, the “nO surface occupancy” (NSO)
stipulations at issue in that case !Iabeolutelyforbid the l@5~ee
from occupying or using the surface of the leased land unless a
modification of the NSO stipulation is specifically approved by
the BL14.*t gQDn_e~_VLIUgQr~, 848 F.2d 1441, 1447 (9th Cir. 19S8).
In this case, the feasibility drilling by,Kensington Venture will
result in both the occupancy and surface disturbance of national
forest lands.

Third, the Ninth Circuit did not uphold the agencyqs decision to
issue leases with non-l?sostipulations without preparation of an
EIS. sg~ Additional Information at 2. Rather, the court
expressly held that the sale of a non-NSO leases constituted the
#,Pointof commitment,*@ end therefore an EIS was required befOre
the sale. “&d=at 1149-51.

Although the mitigation stipulations approved by the District
Ranger provide some protections for surface resources, we remain
unpersuaded that they will reduce the effects from drilling on
goats and bears to an insignificant level. ‘See &d. at 1450.

4. The proposed drilling is not appropriate as an amendment to
Kensington’s 19S8 operating plan for exploration work.

The Forest Service makes the outlandish claim that the proposed
drilling is eimilar to exploration work because it ie ‘tdesigned
to define the existence of a viable millsite.1$ This work ie

3



VAStly different frOM ore body exploration and should be Jn the
ovcral.1 F,IS. According to the Forest Servicets EA, this drilling
will be \lsed t.o get information for des{r4n and rincjineering of the
mill. This is not ore body exploration

The Forest Service goes still further to state: “’If a viable
millsite is not found, then the ore body is not viable.ll This
argum~nt suggests that the viability of the entire project relies
on the viability of t-his particular millsite. This assertion is
clearly flawed. Furthermore, given other options that are
available, including off-site milling and the possibility of
joint milling with Jualin, it is not at all clear that a viable
mjllsite at the Kensington site is crucial to the minefe overall
viability.

The drilling was originally proposed as a separate operating
plan, We want to know why it was changed to an amendment to an
earlier operating plan and what role the Forest Service played in
this change.

5. Cumulative impacts

The challenged Environmental Assessment faile to analyze the
GUnMl~fLi.V_~_4JnQa.G&Sfrom this proPosal. If the cumulative impacts
from the feasibility drilling on goats and bears, when added to
other past, present, and Le_3s.o_ng.b.l&_fSr.s6e?.a.bl~_.ac.tiQns,are
significant, then even this little firet step must be accompanied
by an EIS. ~e~ 40 C.F.R. $ 1508.27 (b)(7):

We are deeply concerned that your agency is allowing development
‘work and related surface disturbances that are inappropriate
prior to consideration in an EIS which examinee the full range of
alternatives and impacts of construction and operation of the
Kensington mine. This etrikes us ae setting a very bad
,precedent.

lGary, we believe that the Forest Service can fix the
aforementioned problems with the Kensington project QD.d retain
ite role de eteward of the public land in the public’s lntereet.
We urge you to discontinue further drilling until additional
milleitee have been considered and the cumulative impacts
assessed in the full mine EIS. We look forward to working with
you and your staff in this matter.

&:yxt~~&&f&(”l%Fw
Bart Koehler

Staff Attorney Staff assistantExecutive Director
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October 23, 1990

Mr. Ken Mitchell
Juneau District Ranger
U.S. Forest Service
8465 Old Dairy Road uLSTRKX’ RANGER —--J-

uneau, Alaska 99801 L)EPIJIYRANGER——
TLM —.
REC _..—.———
F&W —..—

fiear Ken: f3M .
Vls __-—._._-:::

SEACC ‘+@Jld lik.a ~0 OXFKeSS :=? ~m-itirm kO the Kensington
Venturess proposed 1990 exploration, condemnation, and
feasibility study program. This plan of operations is
objectionable for the following reasons:

A. Ttse activity proposed would jeopardize supplemental basel.{ne
Information gathering and the ability of the Forest Service
to assess environmental impacts of the project as a whole.

1. The activity associated with the proposed drilling would
be a major disturbance and could negatively affect the
mountain goats and black bears currently being studied,
as well ae other speciee. This,would further
compromise the ability to qather baseline information
on these species.

2. If allowed, the drilling activity would almost certainly
have a negative impact on wildlife at and near the
drill sites. Such an impact would cauee future
IIbaselinetl study to falsely conclude that the habitat

value of these areas is relatively low.

3. The drilling would further reduce the ability of
bioic:qi.~ts to stuuy the wincer habicac use of goats and
bears in the project area. Though some impacts may
already have occurred during ‘!exploration$~ development;
the opportunity still exists to gather critical winter
data on goats, bears, and other species in the project
area, and specifically at and near the sites proposed
for future facilities.

3. The proposed drilling would have significant surface
disturbances.

1. The drilling would involve clearings of 50 feet in
diameter for each helicopter-supported drill site.

PELICAN WXESIRV CESJMCI1 ● TRIEAOS 01 BFRMERS W?, J!meau4 VAAIICEIL W$OJRCf C.OJUCIL ● SIISA COWEQVAIIWI SCCtE?V
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Please see response no. 100.55.



2. The surface-supported drilling would involve clearing for

I skid trails/roads for hauling in the drill equipment.

3. Multiple helicopter trips would be required both to bring
in and remove drill equipment at each helicopter-
supported site. :

4. Drilling and associated disturbance would take place over
a prolonged period with sustained noise and activity
potentially disruptive to wildlife.

5. Drilling and extensive helicopter use would take place
near potentially significant mountain goat habitat
above the proposed mill site and could also reduce the
likelihood of black bears denning in the project area.

c. The proposed drilling is an integral part of the production
phase of the project and as such should be considered with
the rest of the proposed project in the Forest Service’s
environmental impact statement.

1, The proposed drilling is needed to provide structural
information for the design of proposed production-phase
facilities. These facilities have not yet been
approved through the EIS process.

2. The proposed drilling is not essential to project
exploration or to developing an’ environmental impact
statement (EIS) for the project.

3. The proposed drilling would segment the EIS process, and
mean that individual components of the same project
would be considered separately, instead of as a whole.

D. The proposed drilling would further limit the range of
feasible alternatives to be considered in the EIS and would
bias the NEPA process.

1. Drilling in the proposed areae would be premature prior
to the Forest Service~s evaluating alternative sitee
for tailings disposal, mill and camp and making a final
decision on the project.

2. If drilling is allowed, the associated investment by
Kensington Venture will add to the incentive to approve
final project facilities at the proposed sites.

3. By eliminating or reducing wildlife use in the proposed
sites, the drilling will unfairly favor final siting of
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the dam, mill, and camp in the company’s proposed
locations. Once drilling is allowed, placement of the
facilities at the preferred sites will appear to have
less impact on wildlife than development of facilities
at undisturbed sitee.

The rmouosed Dlan of operations. if auvroved, would continue
the histo;y &f prekature, p;.oduction~orien~~d development that
has occurred at Kensington. If allowed now, this drilling would
compromise information uatherina that is important for the EIS_. . —-
and cause further impac~s befor~ an EIS can-be completed. We
urge you not to approve this drilling prior to completion of the
EIS.

Sincerely,

f4’zL.d
Chris Finch
SEACC staff



Mr. Ken Mitchell
Juneau District Ranger
U.S. Forest Service
846!3Old Dairy Road
sTI!rwaI!, A1.af?k..a qq~nj.

Dear Ken:

October 19, 1990

rxmcr n.m.irin_____
LIEII.I’IY RANGER__..—
TLM ______
REC— _____
~fi w _—.—
,,,= —-._.
v!- ——

Thank you for taking the time to meet with Buck antime on
Monday. It was refreshing to hear your plans to take an
objective “hard lookttat the Kensington project and to pinpoint
potential problesne.

On behalf of the Southeast Alaske Conservation Council,
welcome to your new position as Juneau Ojst.rictRanger. ~tl~
good not to have to stark from ~tground-zeromwith our new
(ltp+rict r?r!qer. we ate lookingforward to build!nq on the
wor!c.ing rnlat{.wsh{p w.s established with you in your role ae
Admiralty Island Monument manager.

In hopes of pursuing the open dialog we discussed at our
meeting, I have attempted below and in the’attached outline to
expand upon SEACC’S August 1990 report on Kensington and Jualin
and to clarify our concerns with the project~s baseline etudies.
Meet of the concerns expressed in SI?ACC$SSreport etill hold.
These concerns muet be addreesed by the Forest Service. The
following are among the key deficiencies we have identified:

[

A) meJLmed.mfpma&4a_o-n4h_e_wdMAtiWmen~i.n_.&Ynn

lm59
Ca,LMl1S alT!!t?&entiLelY_!ack&J, despite the fact that
this Is arguably the most valuable resource that could
be adversely affected by the proposed project.

100.58

[

B) N.Ld43f.U~aS_l.!.M_i~m_a&dQn-.!~stilLka~u=&e_
Despite wide consensus among resource agenciee on the

Please see response no. 5.2.

~,~ deficiencies of the baseline studies, this information
has not been acceptably supplemented. 100.59

Please see response no. 100.9.
C) VO ana.l@s has ~Le~rn.a2e of kh~!!mW&&&._4:yS@

100.CO M-!t&3-.t@.ndn9@ksalonq with othg~ notential
pro~ecte. 100.60

Please see FEIS Chapter 4 for a discussion of cumulative impacts.
hs SEACC has stated to the Forest Service on several

occasions, we are concerned that if the current schedule for the
projectes environmental impact statement is maintained, the EIS
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To: Ken Mitchell, Juneau District Ranger
From: Chris Finch
Date: October 19, 1990
Re: Kensington baseline studies

The following comments address SEACCIS specific concerns over
current f!baselinef~ information on the Kensington mine project.

I. Daselfne information on the marine environment is almost
entirely lacking.

The Final Scoping Document includes the following question
in the Fisheries section: “What is the current habitat conditions
and fish communities in Sherman Creek, other creeks. .. and the
~vnn Car_@?” For the rich marine environment and valuable
resources of Lynn Canal, this question has barely been addressed.
An understanding of adult fish movements, juvenile migration and
rearinu habitat, other fisheries in the area. and the local
curren~s and circulation patterns that would” influence dispersion
of effluent or unplanned spills is critical to determining the
potential impacts of the project and how cleanup would be handled
in the event of a spill.

“.

A. The vacuum of information regarding the affected marine
environment prevents meaningful assessment of the project.*s
impact on an important part of the project’s affected
environment. 100.61

1. The Kensington Venture has not been required to
Please seeresponses no.4,2,5.2 and 100.60.

conduct baseline studies of adult and juvenile salmon
migration patterns in the vicinity of Point Sherman:

2. Baseline fisheries stksdies conducted so far have
focused primarily upon the impacts to freshwater in the
project area!

3. The projectps *tNearshore marine biological Survey”
consisted of only 7 days of minimal study and did not
include anadromous species (see Attachment: list of
Kensington fisheries studies);

4. Lack of oceanographic data on cksrrents and
circulation at proposed effluent outfall location will
hamper accurate assessment of impacts.
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4. provide an analysis of what effluent levels are
acceptable for salmon and other marine species;

5. assess potential effects If ‘releasesof taillngs
effluent chronically exceed strsndards.

6. prov
marine f
failure,

II. Wildlife basel

de worst-case assessment of potential risks to
eheriss In event of a major spill or dam
for each of alternative tailings dump sites~

ne studies are inadequate.

A. The initial Wildlife and Wetl.andeResources baseline
study prepared by Dames and Uoore was seriously flawed.

In reviewing the study, the Department of Fieh and Game
found that “the conclusions of the report are not supported by
the data presented in the report or by our general knowledge of
the area.” (Letter from ADFG to Kensington Venture, March 6,
1990) Other agencies have agreed. The U.S. Fieh and wildlife
service wrote the following 1ss regard to the baseline
information:

Although thematcrial incorporated inlhcse volumes isexten~ive and
provirics general background inl’ormation, i! does not provide enough
specificinformationonfishandwildliferesoutccslobcofuscasprc-
dcvclopmcrstbasellnedala.(June7,19901ctterffomUSFWSto FS)

Furthermore, in response to ininuteetaken’at an interagency
meeting on Kensington, ADFG wrote: ‘...all parties agreed that
the Dames and Moore ‘wildlife and Wetlande Resourcesq document
was poorly prepared. It was mentioned that the methods were
poorly writtenl hence the results are unclear and the surveys are
not ,repeatable....specles liete ae presented by the Dames and
Hoore document are worthless data in the context of a site-
speciflc mine impact etudy.n (April 13, 1990 letter ADFG to FS)

B. Creficiencies in the wildlife baseline information remain
uncorrected.

ADFG recommended that the Dames and Moore etudy be
supplemented with scientifically repeatable surveys to examine
mountain

Y
oat, moose, black bear, brown bear, and bald eaglee.

Toward th e end, ADFG urged that!

Baseline information gathering concerning population densities and
distributions of particular game species would best bc $erved by early
initiation of aradiotclcmctry program. Ataminimum, black bear, wolve$,’
and mountain Seats should be irsclsrdedinsuchaneffort.(March6,1990
IettcrfromADFG toKV)



B. Without good basellne studies on tho marine environment,
including salmon, botitomfish, crabs, blue mussels, and o+her
important species, it will be difficult t.odetc~=!.n= in the

I

future whether effluente from the mine are adversely affecting
❑arine life.

c. Though SEACC, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and
the Wational Marine Fisheries Service have rc~z$ct~
comprehensive baseline information on the marj.ne environment,
this information has not been required by the Forest Service.

1. ‘In earlier meetings and in correspondence, we
identified our concern regardj.ng ths H:?chargs of
contaminants into Lynn Canal and the potential for
adverse Jmpacts to fishery resources and habitats. We
recommended that biological, chemical, and physical
baseline data be collected at the proposed discharge
site in Lynn Canal. This important aspect of fisheries
monitoring is not included in the monitoring plan.”
(September 18, 1990 letter from N14FS to FS)

D. The effect of propoeed levels, and unplanned releasee,
of effluent on salmon and other mrine Ee531.3.rce3c+.v..rot!.*
accurately assessed without adequate baseline information.

cd

I

1. chronic effecte from very low-level effluent
releases: or

I
2. major, uncontrolled accidental discharges of
cyanide, chlorine, diesel fuel, tailings or some other
toxic substances.

I F. We urge the Forest Service to take the following steps
o ensure that potential impacts to marine resources are fully
nderstood.

1. reguire baseline studies of adult and juvenile
salmon migration patterns in vicinity of Point Sherman
prior to completion of draft EIS: in particular,
critical fish rearing habitat immediately north of Pt.
Sherman should be studied.

I 2. require baseline studies of salmon, bottomfish,
blue mussels, and other populations in the Pt. Sherman
area to use as basis for determining future impacts.

3. reguire study of current and circulation patterns
at proposed effluent outfall location:



‘1
C. Deficiencies In the baseline work should be corrected

before the Forest Service proct?cdswith the I?ISand before
further mj.ne-rel.ateddcvelopncnt to.kesplace.

I,ogically,ADFC asked that this supplementary work be
carried out “prior to further mine-related disturbances’!(Ibid)
and that “release of a draft EIS should not precede the ability
to describe the affected environment because the analysis of the
environmental consequences would not be complete.tt (June 1, 1990
letter from ADFG to Foreet Service)

This statement goee to the heart of SEACC’e concerns over

mcl ~~. begun only in ~h;past month.
e Kens!.ngt.onpro ec.. Radio-collaring af black bear and goats

Compiling comprehensive
baseline data on these species will require a full year of study.
Under the current schedule, the EIS will be completed and
production start-up construction will have commenced before this
baseline information ie acguired. For the Foreet Service to
proceed with the EIS before baseline data is supplemented would
continue the trend of inadequate NEPA analysis that has
characterized Kensington and would set a bad precedent fsr future
mining projects on the Tongass.



Atk~st 7, 1990

Ms. Sally Edkrards
Juneau District Ranger
U.S. Forest SerViCe
S465 old Dsiry Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Us. Edwards,

On behalf of the Southeast Alaska Conservation Council, we would
like to submit the following comments on the Forest Senice’s
oversight of the Kensington Venture Gold Project and the Jualin
Mine. Following a thorough review, SEACC is greatly concerned
about the handa-off approach the Forsst Service has taken toward
monitoring these two projecte.

After reviewing baseline studies, original maps of project areas,
files containing correspondence between the Forest Service and
project managers as well ae notes taken by Forest Service
employees, we believe the Forest Service is not adequately
monitoring the two projects and is failing to ensure that they
proceed in an environmentally and socially responsible manner.

In the latest development, Kensington has submitted its 1990 Plan
of Operations requesting permission to perform condemnation
drilling for its proposed mill and tailings disposal site. SEACC
cannot urge etrongly enough that this action not be approved until
a full environmental impact statement (EIS} ie conducted. Forest
Service approval of this development would continue the trend of
premature development that has occured at Kensington. Thie type
of development, allowed prior to the completion of an EIS, is one
of the major subjects within our report.

Keneingtonqs proposed teeting will reeult in significant
environmental impacts including 49 test pite and 20 drill sitee
with clearings measuring 50 feet in diameter as well as associated
skid trails and helicopter use. Such surface disturbance is
completely unwarranted in the abeence of a detailed EIS.

The proposed drilling will explore the feasibility of Kensington’s
prefered sites for the placement of their tailinge impoundment and
mill. This is exactly the opposite from the way the EIS procese
should work. The purpose of an EIS is to allow for the exploration
of several alternatives and, from the collected data, selecting the
best one. Kensington must not be allowed to condemn sites prior
to them being chosen the ‘beat alternative by the EIS procees.

100.62

Administrative appeals of earlier plansof operation for the Kensington Project
areonfile in the Juneau Ranger District. The DEISaddresses aplanof
operations for a full production facility.
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SEACC is alarmed that Kensington has the audacity to cite the worst
baaeline studiae (wildlife and wetlande, fiahariea resources and
cultural reaourcee) aa support for their assertion that khere are
no critical reeourcea that would be permanently impacted. Again,
SEACC wiahea to emphasize the need for more comprehensive,
scientifically repeatable studies before any euch decieions are
made.

Tha proposed condemnation drilling ehould occur only after an Ers
is completed and other alternative aitea evaluated. The fact that
the Forest Semite ia aven considering such an operating plan
without an EIS is indicative of the hands-off management stance
they have taken to data. SEACC hopaa that the Forest Service will
reject this operating plan and insiet that Kensington fir-at
undertake the appropriate environmental analysia. Pleaae accept
this letter as our formal comment on Kensington’s proposed 1990
oparating plan.

Sally, we realize this is not the forum in which you would prefer
to see criticism of the Forest Servicets handling of mining claims
in the Juneau area. However, we feel we were left with little
choice. Although the Foreat Service haa ‘lietenedw to our
frequently repeated concerns over the past several nonthe, these
concerns have not been addreaaed. Rather than condemning the
Foreat Service, this report ia intended to let you know of our
concerne in a formal way, and to hopefully serve aa a basic for
constructive change.

I Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

I
I Sinceraly,

/Jane Casaad~ Chrie Finch Steve Kallick
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May 31, 1990

Ms. Sally Edwards
Juneau District Ranger
U.S. Forest SeNice
8465 old Dairy Rd.
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Ms. Edwards:

Enclosed are SEACC’S comments on the Forest Sewicels draft
scoping document on the Kensington Venture Gold Project. As we
stated in earlier comments, dated January 25, 1990, we view the
proposed project with great concern. The project is located in a
largely undeveloped area, an area known for ite scenery,
wildlife, fisheriee and wild character.

Regardless of the best mitigation and monitoring efforts, the
project would have irreversible impacts on the qualities that
make Lynn Canal and nearby Bernere Bay such special placee. Thie
tradeoff, and its full implications, muet be acknowledged by the
Forest Service and the Kensington Venture partners. To ensure a
truly fair public process, to ensure that the public understand
the decision that it ie making, theee non-mitigatable impacte
should be acknowledged ‘up frontn in future planning documents.

Timeline ie too fast.

First, however, these impacts must be fully asseesed. Thie takes
time and effort. We are especially worried that the Forest
Service and the Kensington Venture have eet an unrealistic 100.63

timeline for the proposed project. Under the echedule listed in
the draft ecoping document (p.

Allcomments onthe Drsft Scoping Document were considered in preparing
50), a final environmental imPact the fifralscopingDocument.

etatesnent will be issued by January 1991 and the project will
‘etart UP*Sin March 1991, leee than 10 months from today. We do
not believe that the impacts of the project can be adequately
asseseed within this time period, much less within the four
months between now and when the draft environmental impact
statement is scheduled to be issued.

Undoubtedly there are economic and other reasons why the
Kensington Venture wante to get through the permitting procese
and start operation ae coon ae possible. While we understand
their motivation, they and the Forest Service muet not forget
that the project would occur on public land. what’s more, the
project is proposed on public land that, according to the Forest
Service’s own designation, is supposed to be managed “in a
roadlees state to protect their wild character.m Congress passed
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the National Environmental Policy Act in part so that the full
impacts of proposed developments on public land would be analyzed
and made available to the public before projects got underway,
giving the public an opportunity to make a decision baeed on a
well-informed knowledge of the tradeoffs involved. We insiet now
and will continue to insist that the analysis of impacte related
to the Kensington project ia comprehensive and presents a clear
picture of the impacts the project would or - have on local
Southeast residents, fish and wildlife population, our eocial
and economic environment, and the environment at the cite. This
has not been accomplished in tha planning documents eo far
issued.

As diecussed below, SEACC along with state and federal agencies
and other concerned parties have found serious deficiencies in
many of the l$baseline~~etudfes conducted for the prOjeCt.

These studies are crucial because they form the baeis for
analyzing how people and the environment will be affected by the
project. For example, the Alaska Department of Fieh and Game
(ADFG) has found that “the conclusions [in the Wildlife and
Wetlands Resourcee baseline study] of the report are not
supported by the data presented in the report or by our general
knowledge of the area: release of this report ae the proposed

@,Gp project’s wildlife baseline study appears premature.l~

We appreciate that the Kensington Venture hae been receptive to

>
concerns expressed by the public and our state and federal
agencies. However, efforts to meet these concerne must be

L comprehensive. In other words, bandaids are no eubatitue when
8 major surgery is needed.

One of ADFG’e major contentions was that mountain goat studies
were inadequate and were conducted using helicopter, which are
not an accepted means of surveying goate, The Kensington Venture
recently conducted a 5-day goat study to address some of the
deficiencies. This ie a prime example of the bandaid approach--
such a study, however scientific, doee not give the long-term
understanding of goat population end their eeasonal movements
that is needed to fully analyze potetial impacts.

Compreheneive, year-round studies muet be made of goats and other
epecies in the area, as well ae of birde, freshwater and marine
fish, marine mammals, not to mention human uee of the area,
including recreation, hunting, fishing, eubeietence. These
studiee must be,conducted in each of the different seasons, and
must be repeatable by other scientist. Random wildlife
eightinge, description of species life histories, and other
anecdotal information are no substitute for scientific analysie.
We would etrongly urge that future wildlife studies be carried
out with full consultation ~fikkl of ADFG biologists
familiar with tha area and with tha species being studied.
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The US Fish and Wildlife Service reports that two years are
needed to acguire needed baseline information on various species,
and even that does not account for long-term population cyclee
and fluctuations. ht a minim UIIJ, USFWS reports, s year is needed
to acguire relevant baseline data. Given the major deficiencies
in present baseline data, it would be impossible to compile all
of the lacking information in the brief time remaining before the
scheduled issue of a draft EIS. Wa urge the Forest Service and
the Kensington Venture to show their good intentions by slowing
down the project schedule and taking the time to acguire the

Ineeded baseline information.

A realietic assessment of the impacts of the project is also
needed. Repeatedly the public hse baen promised that mining
projects will not have major impacts on the environment, will not
pollute air, water, and local wild areas. And almost juet as
often as the promisee have been made, they have also been broken,
sometimes deepite the best intentions of the mining companies
involved. Tha Greens Creek mine on Admiralty Island National
Monument, for example, has worked hard to minimize environmental
impacts but has still had major problems with affluents
containing zinc and cyanide amptying into Hawk Inlet. The point
is that unrealistic promises have no place in the planning
process. The public must be made fully aware of the potential
impacts of the project.

IKensington Venture and the Forest Service must assess cumulative

> kD.c3
impacts of regional mining.

lb The Kensington mine is just one of a multikmde of mineral

$ projects that are being developed and/or explored in the Juneau
area. According to a state study, there are 4892 mining claims
between Juneau and Skagway. Of these, 175 are “significant,”
according to tha Federal Bureau of Mines. As part of this
phenomena, the impacts of the Kensington must be assessed
together with the impacts of ths other mineral projects planned
or under exploration in the area. The Kensington is just one
project out of all these, and it alone could have major impacts
on our area. Looked at together, mining projacts in the Junaau
llGoldbeltll area could have massive effacts on the environment and

the socio-economic fabric of our region, and threaten to change
the elements that give Southeast Alaskans the high guality of.
life we enjoy.

The Forest Service and local communities have the ability to plan
what we want our area to look like in the next 20, 50, 100 years.
At present, mining is occurring piecemeal, one project at a time.
The impact of each individual project may not be that great, but
taken together, the implications just of the many mining
currently being planned are gigantic. In the Juneau area, mineral
exploration or development is occurring or is poesible in many of
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our most popular recreation areaa: Berners Bay, Herbert Glacier,
Lynn Canal (Kensington and Dream projects), Taku Inlet, Douglas
Island, Sheep Creek valley, Spaulding meadows, ate. Together
these projects would mean that recreational and subsistence
opportunities are restricted and that use and pressure on
remaining recreational areas would increase. Together these
projecte also threaten to strain our housing, public facilities
and schools, and to radically change the flavor of our
communities (the Kensington and A-J projects alone could result
in nearly a 10% increase in Junaau’e population). It is the
Foreet Service’s reaponaibility to make the public aware of the
overall cumulative impacts that could result if many major mining
projects are approved for the region.

We urge that the following stepa be taken to ensure that
cumulative impacte are acknowledged: 1) future Kensington
planning documents should aaeesa the cumulative impact of the
Kensington project along with other projacts in the area,
including A-J, Jualin, Graena Crack, and other major planned
projects; 2) the Forest Sarvice should begin to plan, with full
public participation, whera mining projects can be considered and
where they will be actively discouraged. At present mining
projects and exploration are springing up acroee our ragion
virtually unchecked, with little planning. The Forest Service has
a mandate to protect fish, wildlifa, recreation, subsistence, and
other resource values undar the Multiple Use Act, the National
Foreet Management Act, and other laws. Thie mandate ie not
eupercaded by the 1872 Mining Act. Tha Foreat Service must
aggressively protect these resourcee and recognize that there are
areas where minerals development should reactively discouraged.
The Forest Service must also acknowledge that certain values will
be comrxomised if mineral dsveloDment is allowed to DrOCaed--nOt
all impacts can be magically “mi~igatad$taway.

Socioeconomic Impacts

SEACCIS concerns are largely coverad in the above section on
cumulative impacte, The cumulative economic effects of the
Kensington, A-J, end Jualin mince should be analyzed in the Draft
EIS. Though workers will be temporarily lodged in ehifts at the
project site, they would hava homes and families in the Juneau
area. How will the addition of 350 workers and their familisa
affect Juneau? Will incraases in local housing prices make the
area unaffordable to come residents currently living here? What
will the overall increase in local population be? How long would
it take Juneau to build the infrastructure needed to support
these new people. Other guestions that should be addreased in the
EIS: Will thie project make other mince in the area more
viable/likely to occur? Do the residente of Hainee and Juneau
want this project? What will the economic impacte be on tourism,
commercial fishing, guiding and recreation businesses? What
percentage of workers will be hirad locally vs. out-of-state?
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What would the local economic impact be in the
shutdown? SEACC raised most of these queetions
period. However, few were added to the list of
ask again that these gueetione be specifically
planning proceee.

Lend Use

event of a
during the scoping
scoping ieeues. We
addreesed in the

The Kensington project would be at the heart of a “LUD 2“ area
under the Forest Servicege current Tongass land management plan.
Lends under the LUD 2 designation are supposed to be managed “in
a roadless state to protect their wildland cheracter.81Clearly
the proposed project conflicts with this land use designation and
would disrupt the wildland character of the area. How can the
Forest Service consider allowing such a project when it is clear
that other resources and uses of the area, reeources and uses
that LUO 2 designations are deeigned to protect, would clearly be
compromised? Thie apparent conflict must be addreseed in future
Kensington planning documents.

Transportation

SEACC strongly objects to the following transportation scenarios
outlined in the Draft Scoping Document: an airstrip along Lynn
Canal, an 8.5-mile road from the mine to Slate Creek Cove, a 3-
mile road extension from Echo Cove with associated docking
facility, any proposal which would involve transportation in
Berners Bay or along the Juneau road system.

The project would also involve the transportation of cyanide,
diesel fuel and/or liquid propane gae, explosives, and other
hazardoue materials along Lynn Canal and other Southeast
waterwaye. What ara the potential impacts of a cyanide or fuel
spill on people, fish, wildlife? What can be done to reduce the
chancee of such a epill? How dangerous would such a spill be to
local reeldents? wildlife? What route will barges and other
vessels carrying these substances travel? Future planning
documents should include a map which shows all shipping routes in
Southeast Alaska waters.

Another factor which should be spelled out in the scoping
document is the frequency of each alternative type of
transportation? How many trips per week of barges, planes,
ferrlas and other forms of transport are expected?

Commercial fishing--The project would hava great potential for
disrupting commercial fishing operations at Point Sherman. Pt.
Sherman is one of the most congested gillnetting areas in Lynn
Canal, with up to 50 boats, each with a quarter-mila-long
gillnet. According to fiehermen from the fleet, there have
hlready been conflicte--last summer barges bringing supplies into
the mine interfered with gillnetters fishing in the Pt. Sherman
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area. The coast Guard is already concerned about the amount of
industrial chipping in Lynn Canal. If conflicte continue, fishing
could be cloeed down in this important gillnetting area.

Legitimate concerne over gillnetting are raieed in the Draft
Scoping Statement but are not included in the list of official
scoping issues under transportation. The following guestione
should be addressed in the ecoping document and EIS: What lmpacte
could the proposed project have on the Lynn canal gillnet fishery
and the Pt. Sherman anchorage? HOW, specifically, will the
Kensington Venture attempt to eliminate conflicts between
shipping and the gillnettere? can the potential impacta be
entirely eliminated? What are the potential costs to the gillnet
fishery and local economy?

]Recrefition and subsistence

The scoping document does not adequately sddrese potential
impacts on eubeistence hunting and fishing in the area. Though
direct impacts may not be great at the mine site, the project may
indirectly cause greater hunting and fiehing preeeure on other
areas important for subsistence. A scientific study of
recreational and subsistence use of the area, and potential
effects of the project on these activities, should be included in
baeeline information. The study should also look at expected
future demand for subsistence and recreational opportunities--it
seeme more then likely that this demand will only rise--and the
cumulative Impacte of the lose of thie and other areas due to
mining, logging, and other development activities. Such a study
ehould be part of any assessment of the cumulative impacts of
mining in the region.

The project would in no way enhance the type of recreational
opportunities (those in primitive, roadlese areas) that are meet
in demand.

Wildlife and fisheries

Detailed baseline information, collected in all seasons of the
year and ueing accepted scientific data collection methods, is
nesded on the species which use the Kensington area, including
mountain goat, black and brown bear, wolf, moose, bald eagle,
peregrina falcon, and other important epacies. Accurate
information is needed on population densitiee and eeasonal and
spatial dietributione of theee species before impacts upon them
can be aeseased. The information in tha current wildlife baseline
study is inadequate, as explained in ADFGIS commente. Even the
cursory information that is provided does not eupport the finding
that tha “Sherman Crack site would probsbly euatain the loweet
impact from disposal site development.” Such conclusions ara
clearly prematura and seem to be a blatant attampt to slant tha
Iplanning proceea in favor of the Sherman Creek alternative. Wa
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support ADFGIS suggestion that studies of the above species be
undertaken using radio telemetry. We urge the Kensington Venture
to slow down and take the time needed to comprehensively assees
current wildlife populations and the potential impacts that this
project would have upon them.

The freshwater fisheries report is so cursory itls an
embarrasement--it appeare to be e political document designed to
support use of Sherman Creek as the tailings disposal cite rather
than a neutral, scientific study. Though Sherman Creek contains
pink salmon, Dolly Varden, and sculpin, the study reporte it to
have lower fish diversity and abundance than the Slate Lakes, in
which only four Dolly Varden were captured. Thie
misrepresentation of the researcher~s own findings appeare to be
another attempt to bias the planning process. The research upon
which these “conclusions!’ are supposedly based is also clearly
inadequate. The researcher himself repeatedly notes that minnow
trap sets were “unproductive, probably due in part to the use of
pickled roe.n Fisheriee investigations were only conducted in the
fall. Other information presented in the report le similarly
speculative and does not. support the writerls clearly premature
conclusion. Such unscientific, biased research has no place in
the planning process.

Baseline information is also needed on saltwatsr species,
including halibut and rock fish, and on marine mammals, including
humpback whales.

We urge the Kensington Venture and the Forest Service to consult
with and include ADFG personnel in conducting thorough, long-term
studies of wildlife and fish populations in the Kensington area.
Such etudies are critical to our evaluation of the project, and
must be undertaken before an unbiaeed evaluation csn take place.

Tailings disposal

Adeguate baseline data is needed before the varioue options for
tailinge disposal can be compared. It is obvious that the
Kensington Venture prefers the Sherman Creek site, but thie must
not preclude an unbiased assessment of the different tailinga
disposal alternatives. As we have noted repeatedly, the “baaeline
studiea~mconducted to date do not conclusively show this to be
the preferred site.

Also, the ore body needs to be conclusively defined bsfore
tailinga disposal optione are selected. Kensington Venture haa
shown the viability of 20 million tons of ore, but is continuing
to explore and appears optimistic that more ore will be
recoverable. It seems absurd to plan for a tailings structure
that would hold only 20 millions tons, snd s corresponding mine
life, when it is likely that more ore will be discovered.
Preferably this will be resolved before the alternatives are

7



D
lb
en
&

developed for the EIS. If not, the likelihood end potential
impacts of a larger-than-expected project should be addressed.

Noise

The Kensington Venture ie planning for grinding to take place
aboveground. How loud will the grinding be? What impacts will it
have on wildlife, recreationiste, tourista and others in the
area? Over what distance will the proceeding operations and road
traffic be audible?

l.!onitoring

ffho will implement the monitoring over many different parts of
the proposed project? This should be spelled out and planned for
in the environmental impact statement.

IOther baseline studies

We have been informed of major deficiencies in many of the other
baeeline studies conducted for the project, particularly the
study of aesthetics. We plan to review as many of these studies
as possible and will submit comments on them as soon as possible.

$2M3 In summary, we have important concerne over the proposed project.
Comprehensive, unbiaeed baseline studies are needed for a whole
range of reeources and uees that would be affected by the
proposed project. We view these studies ae the basis for
understanding what the project would maan to local residents,
fieh and wildlife, and our social and economic well-being. We
urge the Foreet Service and Kensington Venture to slow down the
planning process so that this information can be obtained and the
full impacte of the projects can be put ‘on the table.” We aleo
believe that it is critical that this project be viewed in light
of other mineral development pending in the Juneau area. We urge
the Forest Service to 1) include a full aesesement of cumulative
environmental and socioeconomic impacts of this and other
projects in the Kensington draft EIS, and 2) take the lead in
evaluating the cumulative impacts of and planning for future
mineral development. The wild areae of Southeast Alaska like Lynn
Canal and Bernere Bay are a big part of the high standard of
living we enjoy here. We urge the Forest Service to do its utmost
to protect the resources and values associated with thie
undeveloped country.

I Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

LAS-Z
Chrie Finch
SEACC staff
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Enclosed are the scoping commente of the Southeast Alaska
Conservation COUnCil (SEACC) on the Kensington Venture Gold
Project. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this iesue,
and ewpect to remiaininvolved as this process continues.

Ae outlined in the Project Description prepared by The Kensington
Venture, the mine would have serious impacte on the wildlife,
fish, and ecology of the proposed site. The proposed tailings
impoundment, surface facllitiee, and marine terminal would
destroy the wilderness quality and aesthetics of the area, and
would significantly detract from the experience of touriste,
recreationists, fishermen, and the many others who travel along
Lynn Canal. Given the epecial scenic character of Lynn Canal, it
ie imperative that visible development be kept to s minimum.

Also of great concern is the proxmity of the project to Bernere
Bay. The bay is heavily used by Juneau residents and visitors for
recreation, sport and subsistence hunting and fishing, weekend 100.64

outings, and eimply as a place to get away from it all. ItS Your earlier comments on the Kensington Project were considered in
accessibilityand wild qualities make Bernets Bay a very special
place. How vould development of the Kensington mine affect the

developing the Draft Scoping Document forthe Kensington EIS.

proposed Berners Bay wilderness? Impacts on the bay, whether from
pollution, noise, increased transportation traffic-or other
changes related to the propoeed Kensington project, must be
avoided.

On-land tailings disposal in any of the proposed sitee will causs
permanent damage to the wilderness and aeethetic gualities of tha
region. A compreheneiva analyeis of the costs and benefits
associated with backfilling tailings into the mine ehould be
conducted.

Comprehensive studies of fish and wildlife in the area, and of
recreation at the mine site and in nearby Berners Bay, and a
detailed analysie of potential effects of the mine on these
resources and uses, are essential before permits can be iesued.
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~)? What will be the effect on housing and housing prices in
.uneau? What would be the effecte of an unanticipated mine
shutdown on the economiee and unemployment ratee of Juneau and
Haines/Skagway? What will be the likely economic effect when the

I mine closes?

what impacts would the proposed mine have on the region’s
commercial fishing industry? What would the impact be on the
sportfishing, guiding, outfitting, and outdoor recreation
industries? Will opening the Kensington mine make other mining
projecte in the area more economically feaeible?

Land Use

How would development of the Kensington mine affect the Land Use
Classifications of other nearby Forest Service land?

lAdjacent Hinlng Property

Will development of adjacent mining property be more likely if
the Kensington proceede?

ITransportation

Transportation of workers, equipment and supplies to and from the
mine must be discussed in much greater detail than it is in the
Project Description. The following guestione should be addressed:
How many tripe would be made per day with each type of
transportation (barges, high speed ferries, planee)? How would
this increased traffic affect wildlife, commercial fishing,
tourism, recreation, and other uses of Lynn Canal and Berners
Bay? How would it affect existing air and water traffic? What are
the relative impacts of air vs. ferry transportation of mine
workers? How often would the ferry be prevented from operation
because of weather? IS an airstrip essential to mine operations?
What other areas of Southeast Alaska will be transited by vessels
carrying hazardoue materials (cysnide, reagents, explosives,
etc.) for the mine? what plans will be prepared for any potential
spills? Will these plane be completed and opened for public
comment before permits are granted?

IHow would the Kensington mine affect proposals to build a road
from ~uneau to Haines?

I Hazardous Materials

In the largely encloeed waters of Southeast Alaska, a epill of
cyanide, dieeel fuel, or other hazardous substance could have
disastrous consequence. Large quantities of theee materials will



be used in the mining process. The mining partners should be
required to have booms and cleanup equipment, as well as trained
personnel, on hand to immediately deal with any spill. What
procedures will be used to minimize the possibility of a epill?
What plans will be made in the event of a spill? Who will be in
charge? What containment equipment and trained personnel will be
available to clean up a spill? Where will the equipment be
located? Who will monitor transportation, storage, use and
disposal of hazardous materials? How will handling and storage
facilities minimize the danger of an accident? When will the
Spill Prevention Countermeasure Control Plan and the Plan of
Operations be readv for Dublic review? Will thev be comDleted
b;fore major permik

,Air Quality

‘4hat technology will
generators and waste

are-issued?

be used to reduce emissions from diesel
incineration? Will Kensington Venture ~ommit

to using best available technology even if it is more costly? How
will emissions affect visibility and air quality on Lynn Canal
and in Berners Bay? How will emissions from dleeel generation and
incineration be vented?

Recreation

Comprehensive baeeline studias should be made of present
recreation at and near the proposed site. what recreational
opportunities will be lost or impacted if the mine opens? HOW
would noise and air emiesions of the project affect recreation
Berners Bay and Lynn Canal?

Woise

How will project noise affect wildlife?

Wildlife

in

Detailed baseline studies, conducted in each season of the year,
are necessary to analyze what impact the mine would have on
wildlife. Specific concerns include: what wildlife habitat will
be lost, temporarily and permanently, because of the project?
What are potential reductions in wildlife populations? Will the
project increase hunting pressure on local wildlife? What will be
done to prevent migratory and other birds frorausing the tailings
pond?

Baseline information is especially needed on mountain goats,
bears, and other furbearers, and on bald eaglee and peregrine
falcons. Mountain goat populations are dwindling in Southeast



Alaska. M goats use the area around the proposed mine? HOW would
development effect them? Also, what impact will effluents and
increased marine traffic have on humpback whales in Lynn Canal?

Water Quality/Aquatic Biology/Pisheries

The project description states that most of the free cyanide will
be neutralized before entering the tailings pond snd,
potentially, surface and marine water. No cyanide should be
allowed to entar tha environment. Exactly what chemicals and
other pollutants, in what quantities, will enter surface water?
What effects will these substances have on anadromous fish and
other organisms? Will theee substances be able to enter the
groundwatar? what will be the effact of these pollutants on
marine fish and organisms and the general environment of Lynn
Canal? HOW will stream flow be isolated from the tailings on a
long-term baeis after the project ie completad?

lfxM41Reclamation
A detailed reclamation plan should be completed before major
permits are iesued. The plan should rehabilitate the area to the
fullest extent possibla, and eneure that adequate bonds are
posted by the company to complete reclamation. All mine snd
terminal facilities ehould be removed following the project (not
only ‘where poeeiblew).

Monitoring

A comprehensive monitoring program should be developed. The
program ehould regularly monitor air quality and visibility,
surface, ground and marine water quality, terrestrial ecology,
wildlife, fieh, and marine organisms. Handling and storage of
diesel fuel storage and other hazardous substances should also be
regularly monitored.

Thank you for thie opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Chrie Finch
SEACC staff



The issues identified in the Scoping process are important ones,
and we look forward to seeing them examined in detail as the NEPA
process continues. The following are additional issues which
should be addressed in the EIS process.

Tailings Disposal and Impoundment

Probably the most questionable part of the project as currently
proposed is the on-land disposal of tailings in Sherman Creek
watershed. The analysis in the Project Description does not
adequately address the effects of any of the tailinga disposal
options on recreation opportunities, tourism, wildlife,
subsistence users, and the aesthetics of the area, nor the
cumulative, long-term effects of tailings placement. The option
of backfilling the mine with taillngs and waete rock should be
analyzed in much greater detail.

In its present form, the large impoundment structure would have a
major visual impact for tourists and others on the Marine Highway
System, cruiee ships and other tour boats. Also, the ability of
such an impoundment to completely and permanently keep toxic
substance associated with the tailings out of the local
environment is not at all certain. Tha massive size of the
impoundment is elso cauae for concern--will it definitely be
stable in the event of an earthquake? What would happen if it did
give way?

Greater Ore Volume

At Greens Creek mine on Admiralty Island, ore deposits have
turned out to be much larger than originally anticipated. What is
the possibility that greater than expected amounts of ore will be
recovered at the Kensington mine? How definitely ie the present
ore body defined? If substantially more ore was discovered or
found to be recoverable at Kensington, what would be the effects
on the tailings impoundment and the environment in general? How
would the answers to other guestions identified in the scoping
process be changed? This poaeibility should be examined as an
option in the EM.

Sooio-economics

It eeems likely that the 350 mine workers will have some sort of
residence in Juneau for their families or for off-duty periods.
How much wili the total population of Juneau increase because of
the mine? What will be the cost to the City and Borough of Juneau
of the added population base? What new public facilities, such as
schools, will be reguired if the Kensington mine opens,
especially in conjunction with other mines in the area (e.g., the
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Sally Edwards, District
Juneau Ranger District
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Ms. Edwards:

SEACC regarda
project with great
Berners Bay region
within easy access
sbecial prominence

December 4, 19a9~lsTl{lcr}!?}!Gall_.-_..._
LIEFIJTYW14(3E13.-.. ..

Manager lLM
REcK=--:===.::
F& W—–..._-. ..-.--...
ml.-—..—-———.-....––.––
Vls .—.—- .. ——...-..

Kensington Ventures proposed Kensington Mine
concern. t4anvJuneau residents reaard the
as a high quaiity wildland recreational area
of Juneau. Whan we take into consideration this
associated with the region, it is clear that

additional attention must be aiven to the visual ismact as well as
the ecological damage that is-inherent in large sscaiemining
operations. The impact to Barnera Bay proper should be kept to an
absolute minimum,

The visual impact to the Alaska Marine Highway is very
important. Mining operations of this natura have traditionally
been incredible eyesores. Prohibiting any and all unnecessary
development is the key to preventing problems. The roade to Slate
Cove are an example of extraneous development which should not be
allowed,

One ef the more questionable aapects of the proposed operation
is the masaive impoundment etructure that will be composed of
camented tailings. The extreme potential height of the structure
brings in question its stability, especially under extreme
circumstances like earth tromore. Our initial concern ie that the
mining company intends to uee the seemingly elaborate etructure as
an excuse for not reclaiming mining tailings at a later date.

The mine operators should be required to allocate sufficient
resources to maintain the impoundment structure in the event of a
premeture shutdown. Tha public needs to be aseured that it will
not be burdened with the responsibility of cleaning up a mesa at
any point -- now or in the future.

A precedent has been aet which requires the Graene Creek Mine
to return as much rock as poesible back underground. They are able
to operate under this requirement, so there ia no excuee for tha
Kensington Group which will operate ksndermuch more favorable
circumstances in terms of ore quality.

The disaster in Prince William Sound has elevated the public’s
attention on the iesue of oil spill prevention. When you take into
consideration the enormous volume of fuel which will be utilized in

PELICAN roREslnv CSJNCIL ● FRIENDs or BERNERs BAV, JUIW.U ● kWANGELL RESWRCt CSJNCI1 ● slwn CONSEWAIION SOC161Y
?hlSE ISLAMO. KCOS LfiKE COUNCIL, Itmkee Sprfws ● LWI Cfiuhl COVsfRVtllO#, Uaf!as ● law CG+lSERvRr IW SIXIEIV, J!meau

UiRRUIS CO!4SfW41t0V CO& L!l10!4, P.tw,twrg ● ISltfNOS 0; EJLfiC!tR Shy, @%t,ws ● lfj+IGAss coNsfgvAI!o” smlET”, cnt~hlka.
MASKA SOCICIV Or AMERIChN FIXES1O!41LERS, ?dl)t 8,k,r ● JUNEAU CRCUP SIERRA CLU8 ● YAKUIA1 RESWRCE C0MSUWhTt0!4 CWNCI1

100.65
Please see response no. 100,64,
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Page 2
Sally Edwards
December 4, 1989

the operation and the uncertain conditions of chipping and
transferring at port, it is imperative that the compeny have oil
spill containment equipment and trained personnel ready to respond
in the event of a spill. Mine operatora should have to prove, via
on-site inspection by the Forest Service, that they have
containment eguipment on location -- taking their word for it on
paper is insufficient.

It is important to note that the track record of cyanide and
chlorines ability to wreak havoc throughout an ecoeystem*s food
chain is well documented. The proposed dumping of undestroyed
cyanide into the tailing compound is a disastrous policy which
SEACC strongly opposes.

Finally, SEACC strongly eupports the comments submitted to
you by the Juneau Chapter of the National Audubon Society.

Thank you in advance for acting on our concerns. we would
.ipereciate being kept posted on any further developments.

I sincerely,

2%=’a!zfzL
Bart Koehier
Executive Director
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Please see responses no. 4.2 and 5.2.
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A4bd.dta& &&a..etd AL0e Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
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102.1
Comment noted.



August 21, 1991

Ken Mitchell
U.S. Forest Service
8465 old Dsiry Rd.
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

[

I am writing to express my viewa on the proposed
I have recently spent some time in Juneau

~ O;,l ~I%s;%~OS;&jiy that the Forest Service and EPA should
extend the comments deadline until October 1, 1991.

103.2

I

The company should be required to conduct thorough
studies of local crab, bottomfish, and juvenile salmon use
of the Pt. Sherman area. The company also needs to assess
cumulative impacts of Kensington .and A-J population

1037 ;.;:;::;:
and be prepared to pay the costs of added social

1034 No pollutants should be allowed ‘in Lynn Canal and a
long term plan for maintaining any tailings dam in

j~3,5 perpetuityneeds to be developed.

L It is my sincere hope that all aspects of the impact
the development of the mine will be studied and that wise
planning will eliminate negat]ve environmental and social
consequences.

I
Sincerely,

~j
lx

7 t- ~, ,1.Jm-!
> Q .:!jIll
;] (:J ) ~w

~z%nk

. ..:3 cc
-J {,1 :3

Por30x 578044
( Modesto, CA 95357-8044
“. ;;: ...<.
cc !,:,i .4:,)+ .,. ~,>

;.’.!,l:;:j ,8: ,
,., !:,,!:, ’1.:

of

103.1
Please see response no, 1.1.

103.2
Please see response no. 5,2,

103.3
Please see responses no, 5,3 and 5,4,

103.4

Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

103.5
Please see response no. 7.5,
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Kenneth E. Mitchell ~Lt4

District Ranger -J Lu :.. %
(!J ..!

Juneau Ranger District ;<
%

8465 Old Dairy Road 2
‘Ill;?~

Juneau, Alaaka 99801 04 :~::!);~g
Dear Mr. Mitchell, August 30, 1991

(
After attending local meetings concerning the proposed Kensington
mine and listening to the information offered by all the various
speakers promoting and defending the mine project, I remain
unconvinced that this mine can be done in an environmentally
sound fashion.

The Lynn Canal ia a limited body of water. I am opposed to any
marine discharge of heavy metals or toxic wastes of any kind. I
sm deeply concerned about the cumulative affect of such discharge
and think that must ba considered. Heavy metals do not simply
disappear with the flushing action of tides. The bottom of the
Skagway harbor is grim proof of this fact.

[

It ia crucial to consider the economics of this proposed mine in

@12 a 10ng-term way. Fisheries, despite seasonal fluctuations in fish
raturna and price,has proved a steady economic base to the town
of Haines over a period of many many years, To endanger and
very probably severely impact a known renewable resource for the
short-term exploitation of a non-renewable one ia poor economics.
I have lived in Hainea for over twenty yeara and intend to
continue living hara. Any long-term resident must oppose this
boom-bust mentality.

If the mine mat be permitted, there are several requirements
which I think essential to the operation of such a project:

[

There must be continuous independent monitoring of any
environmentally threatening eapect of operation.

~.~ company cannot

The mine
be trusted to monitor itself and report on ita own

violations.

[

On site monitoring of all off-loading of hazardous chemicela
~~.d (i;cludi ng fuels) is extremely important.

~Od.G to the mine as is physically feasibile.
There must be dry tailings storage with aa much tailings return

We hear daily of environmental disaatara in other states through
just such operations as this proposed mine. The bynn Canal is a
pristine environment. That is ita highest value, We cannot
allow it to be polluted. We must not let that
here with the Kensington mine.

I oppose the development of this mine.

Sincerely,
MG

Mark Sogga,
#_.. Hainea, AK

pollution start

P.O. BOX 696
99827

104.1
Please see response no, 93.25. Note that the effluent would not be classified
as toxic waste as defined by RCRA.

104.2
Please see response no. 4.2.

104.3
Please see response no. 83.5.

104.4

Comment noted.

104.5
Please see response no. 7.4.



Angust 31, 1991

Juneau Oistrict Ranger
U.S. Forest Service
8L65 Old Dairy Road
Junem, Alaska 99801

Dear Ranger Mitchell:

Ken Mitchel 1

[

Attached are my comments on the Kensington Mine project nddressed tn the ~IIA,
AS strited in this letter, 1 believe that the comment period for the prnposed

~5,1 mine rdlould be extended. I hope that ym will see reason why the comment
period should be extended and also request the same.

‘WI
[

1 urge all of those who read the commentu on the proposed mine rerrlize how
toxic trr the environment allowing a mixing zone would be. 1 urge you to please
request that the mine not be allowed to have a mixing zone and have a water
treatment plaut instead which released non-toxic waste into Lynn Cnnnl.

Sincerely yours,

r.o. SI(lX 1705
.Iwreau, AK 99802

105.1
Please see response no, 1.1,

105.2
Chapter 2 of the FEIS kicludes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.
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Aogust 31, 1991 105.3
The Forest Service allowed 90 days during which comments on the DEIS could
be submitted. This is twice the minimum period prescribed by regulation and

I)irector, Woter Division
United States Environmental Protection Agency

1200 6th Avenue

WO-136
Seattle, Washitlgton 98101

equals the recommended comment period for forest plans.

105.4
The scenario you propose is not based on realistic behavior patterns for fish
and, therefore, has no analytical value in assessing the impacts of the project.

To whom it may concern:

The comments below are those I read at the EPA hearing ~.n Juneau in Centennial
Hall with reference to the mixing zone that I would like you to have written
record of. 1 have also added some other comments which pertain to the issue.

(

\period by ac least two months on the mixlnp, zone.

I am here to express my comments on the massive Kensington Gold Mine which

threatens the Lynn Canal fisheries. How ironic it seems that this DEIS has been

released incention~ when many of. those whose lives would he the most affected.—. .
by such a mine , namely those working in the fisheries, will not al 1 he able to
present their views of such a project since they are in the midst of makiog their
Liv.? Lihood. I think yoo nevd to take into consideration those whose livelihood

YOU are threatening to allow them to speak. Ah yes, freedom of speech. It seems
as though here at these hearings, in respect to those that fish, the words, freedom
of speech, are ,just words if you do not make it possible for those whose lives you
threaten to come. here and Let their thnu~hts he knnun. As far as having written
comments by Sept 3rd, during a fishing season life is busy enough without having
to chink abollt a goLd mine that thre>ttens their livelihood. [ realize that you
gave one extension on the commeu: period, but the extension that you gave was still

in the midddle of the fishing season. The c“mmwnt period needs to be after the

fish tng season for that area in order to be fair. 1 urge you to e:<tel]d the r(,mment

According to the DEIS, disolved solids which would flow into Lynn Canal are listed
by milligrams per Liter. If one were to convert these itsy hitsy milligrams per
liter into pounds for a projected 10 yenrs YOU would have approximately:

875 pounds of arsenic, 2, 188 pounds of chromium, 5,0’13 pounds of copper,
273,5L1 pounds of iron. 7, 659 pounds of lead, 39,390 pounds of magnese,

1,094 pounds of nickel, and 2,188 poonds of zinc.

1 am noc agajnst mining as long as it is done in an envirownentally sound way.

L person:%lly consider cleanliness an importattt ele”ent in the health of our iives.
We #!;lt heccf?r balur, ced foods because we want to hold on to our health. We exercise
to keep our h(, ciies in shape so that our health wiil stay well. ManV of us don’ t
smoke b,?caruse wc dOII ‘ t want to contact c,ancer. Cancer. . . a sickness which affects
more nnd more people everyday, all over the world, Pc+<) pie are contracting< I,a II CeI-
bec:lu, ? 0< whnt they ate hreathin~, eating, ~nnd drink ins.

[.. ,
WI> need to stop putt.i,,g

tn~lll~ Il>to ao{lr env{rmummt . [ uouid like to gee [t written in the oKi S as to
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105.5

105.6

1050

1.L5.9
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what wowld happen to a fish if it swam around in the mixing zone for the projected
10 year period and filtered into its system all of the toxins from the proposed

mine(listed on the previous page) and then you, who want to allow this mixing zone
to take place, ate that fish. Thtrt fish that had been swimming around in aIl of

those toxins. I think that there would be a good probability that you would contrict

cancer from eating that fish.

From listening to the panel and the questions asked by the audience, I realize how
weak the oceanography and marine studtes are for the Kensington Mine Project. There
seems to be s number of unanswered questinns on the vnlidity of the proces~ of

opening the mine. I’d like to see n study as to how lnng a period of time the fish
{n that area will visibly see the mixing zone and what the flush rate is for the

mixing zone. I would like to see further’ studies on the mixing zone as I do not
feel there is presently enough information to show that these toxins which would
be ref.eased would not be dangerous.

Iynn Canal.
AS of now. I do not want a mixing zone i“

If you don’t put it out at a safe level, then it is not safe. I have
worked 6 seasons in the f.isherics and I realize how sensitive fis~re to their
environment. I would like to see industries of all kinds come to Junesu, but I
want those industries to grow with the other im.lustrles we have a“d not destroy

the other Ind”etries,

The Kensington Mine proponents boast of how many jobs the mine will bring to ,Juneau.
‘The fisheries in the area of Point Sherman, Lynn Canal, employ many people who
make their livelihood in the fisheries. 1 am in favor of keeping the environment
where these people fish clean as opposed to supporting the employment of the

mining industry which shows how it will pollute the fishing area where these ftsher
people are already employed. [f we are talking about jobs, I woutd rather keep

tke fishing industry employed as it has :1 projected life span longer than 1,0 years
which 1s the approximate span of time for the mine.

I do not wnnt to see the mine be given a“y permits to operate {f what they are
releasing into Lynn canal does not meet high water quality standarda of safety.
Whstever it 19 that they relense I would llke it to be clean and non-toxic in

meeting the water quality standards. A water trettment plant, in my mind, would
be absolutely necessary to aesure the quality to the environment.

ify coucerne on the mine also include soclo-economic effects such a mine would
have on Juneau which ! will not lncludt! in this letter as the purpose of this
letter is to address the mixing zone, Thnnk you very much for hearing my commonts
and I hope you will allow tbe fishermen time to express their opini”tls “hen the

fishing season is closed. If you truly helleve in freedom of speech I thi,,k y,!!!
need to allow the fishermen the time to get their comme”t~ i,,, as the plans for
this mine greatly affect them, Just say DO LO the mixing zone.

Since relv vo!trs. .

105.5
Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS and, for a more complete technical discussion
to Kessler and Vigers (1992). The analysis indicates that water clarity will not
be significantly affected anywhere in Lynn Canal, including the immediate
vicinity of the outfal 1, The worst-case projected average decrease in water
clarity is less than 9 percent in the immediate vicinity of the outfall, which falls
below the State objective or upper limit or upper limit of 10 percent. Refer to

the response to question 87.1 for discussion of mixing zone flushing.

Fish would be expected to detect the plume through smell. The important
consideration, however, is how long organisms would remain in an area where

they would be able to detect the plume, and, whether concentrations at such
locations would be harmful. As discussed in DEIS Chapter 4, certain fish such
as salmon would be expected to detect the plume when in very close
proximity to it. Given the distribution of salmon in the water column during
summer and fall, and their tandency for movement, there should be no

adverse effects to this resource,

105.6
Please see response no. 4,2.

105.7
Please see responses no. 42 and 8611.

105.8
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS,

105.9
Please see response no, 5.44
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106,1
Gold mining conducted 90 to 140 years ago did not operate under the controls
imposed by modern regulatory practices, Current regulations were develo~ed,
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comment noted.



HAINES BOROUGH
P.O.Box12S9.Hahws,Alaska99027.(907)766.2711

~NGER DIWRIH

c)lSWilCltV+IG~R .—
August 30, 199~EPu~ RANGER .——

TLM ————

Mr. Ken Mitchell
District Rahger
Juneau Ranger District
U.S. Forest Service
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, AK 99801

REC ———--—
;iJw.———--’

-———
Vls ——

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

Enclosed is a copy of Haines Borough Resolution #312 passed by

*
the Borough Assembly on August 20, 1991.

lb This resolution relates to the release of any toxic wastes into

z Lynn Canal and the Borough’s opposition to this action.

If there is another person or division within the EPA who should
receive a copy of this resolution, please forward it to them.

Should you have any questions, you may contact me or Mayor Fred
shields at the above number.

Sincerely,

b+ WwlL.L(4Becky Mi chell
Clerk, Saines Borough

enclosure
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HA1 NM BOROUGH
RESOLUTION 113I 2

A RESOLUTION OF TTIE HAINES BOROUGH ASS ENBLY OPPOSING THE RELEASE OF ANY TOXIC
WASTES INTo LYNN CANAL .

UHEREAS, the Kensington Venture, a gold mining project in the City and Bnrough
of Juneau (CBJ) adjacent to Lynn Canal watera which are shared by both the CBJ
and the Ifaines Borough. proposes to release toxic wastes intn Lynn Canal ; and

UNEREAS , many residents of the Haines Borough and non-resident fishermen who
depend on the fishery in Lynn Canal are strongly opposed to the disposal nf
toxic wastes in the waters of Lynn Canal; and

UNEREAS, the Kensington Venture’s toxic waste disposal system would dump toxic
waates directly into the waters of Lynn Canal on the assumption that the

WI 1
waates will be diluted to federally and state-apprnved standarda within a
‘8mivin~ 7nne*8 at thm PO.j nf the outfo 11 pipe; and

IWHEREAS, mrrrricipalitiea on Lynn Canal are required to t rest tnxic wastes and
are prohibited from dumping toxic waatea into Lynn Canal waters,

D TNEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Maines Borough Assembly is absolute 1y
h opposed to Permitting any entity, private or public. f rum placing toxic wastes
2 into the watera of Lynn Canal. and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Haines Borough Assembly requests the U.S,
Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Forest Service, and the Alaska
Department of Environmental Conservation to prohibit any mixing zone in Lynn
Canal and to require the Kensington Venture to treat its effluent ao that any
effluent released into the waters nf Lynn Canal and/rrr the streams or their
tributaries that flow into Lynn Canal meets federa
clean water.

a, (qq I

/~Sx

ADOPTED:
0 r c L. Sliields. MaYot

ffainea Boroush
ATTEST:

Becky Mttr&oen. Clerk
Hainea Boroush

107.1
Comment noted.
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108.1
Please see response no, 5,2.

108.2
Please see response no, 7,4,

108.3
Chapter 2 of the FEIS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included in the DEIS.

108.4
Please see response no, 7.4.

108.5
Please see response no, 7.5,
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108.6

Additional analysis has been done to assess cumulative effects from operation
of both Kensington and AJ mines. Please see Chapter 4 of the FEIS.



Dale (loanell
P.O. BOX 611
SkaswW, AK 998~0
1 Sept4mbar, 1991 .

p IO(?3

U.S. Forest Service
81J65Old Dairy Rd.
Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Sir or Madamt

I am writing to expreee q objections to tho propoasd Kenalngton
gold miming project. After attending the ~blic hearing in Hainee, I
am ccmineed that additional etudiea of the marine environnmnt w St be
oonduoted in order to accurately aeeese the -act of the project.

!40raovar, the propoeed %dxlng aonen is eimply an auphemiam to
obfuscate what Kensington intanda to do, namely polluti the Lynn Canal
with cyanide and heavy metmle.

After just finiehing this evuning mg dinner of Lynn Canal sockeye
salmon, I can aeeora you that the flavor and quality of thie fieh would
not be improvad by the introducthn of msroury into ite flesh.

It eeemethat nmeh of this potential pollution could be prevented
if Kensington ueee a dry tailinge disposal. rather than a dam. The
tailinge ehauld ta backfilled into the mine ae nmch ae poeeible.

1$ (
u)

If Kensington cannot prove beyond a doubt that It can eafely operata
thi!i mine, it should not be buf It. To jeopardize the environmental
health of the Lynn Canal and the health of the people who eat ita bounty
ie reckleee and irresponsible,

Thank you.

Sincerely,
109.1
Please see response no. 5.2.

~ti 1092
Dale Oosnell

Mix/na zones are allowed bv recrulaiion under certain conditions. Refer to
ocean discharge criteria set- by EPA (4o CFR Part 125 Subpart M) and Alaska
Water Quality Regulations (18 AAC 70.032)

cc! U.S. Envlrcmmntal Protactien Agenoy
12(XI 6th Am. WD-134

8Seattle, WA 9 Ml
109.3
Please see response no. 7.4,

Southeaet Alaska Oonearvathn Council
419 6th street, #328
Juneau, AK 99801



v Lynn Canal Conservation, Inc.
Post Office Box 964

. Haines, Alaska 99.S27,. . .
.

Kenneth E. flttchttll .Se9temtser2, 1991
District Ranger
Junaau Ranger District
8465 Old Ooiry Rd.
Juneau, Alaska 99801

R& Kensington Gold Project DEiS

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

Tha following comments summarize
during the public hearing process.

what we

IID

!) We are stronglg opposed to the proposed ‘mtxtng zone”. Ths only benafit
that this would have is to cut costs for Kensington Venture. It is the Forest
Services job to protect all resource users. This concept is nothing more than
legalizing pollution. The long and short term risks are too great to allow thts

Jo proceed, especiall~ in the pristine waters of l~nn Canal. in the midst of a
ranewabl~multimillion dollar salmon fishery. if the tailings dam option is
used tha company must be required to install a ~wastewater
facility with zaro discharga of heavy matals, chemicals or otiter compounds

Jnto the waters of Lynn canal. Wastew’ater monitoring must be done by an
independent contractor paid for by Kensington Venture. The method of
industy monitoring itself is a joke, at the expense of public resources. if

“Kensington Venture is found to be out of compliance, operations must cease
until the~ take the necessa~ measures to abide b~ the laws. and PreviOUSig
agreed to regulations.

2) The Lynn Canal is an axtremely active eeismic region. Tha potential for a
catastrophic earthquake in the next f if teen gears is very real. Because of
this imminent threat, the tailings dam is not a safe option. Waste rock from
the mining operation should be back-filled to the maximum extent possible
USing the cut and fill method. The remaining waste can be stored in a dry
tailingS impoundment where runoff can be treated in a much more manageable

-Way. This wouid eliminate the need for a massive tailings dam that would
have to hold toxic mine waste in perpetuity. The dam is a disaster woiting to
happen. Histoy proves that disasters happen on a regular basis at the

expense of the public’s health and resources. it wouid be irresponsible to
ailow the compony”s plan of operations dictate the future of Lgnn Canal and
its resources. Kensington Venture does not favor this option because of
increased costs that would cut into their profit margin.

Encoumght; Environmental AwwencsJ In The Upperl#nn Cmal
~

110.1
Please see response no. 4.2.

i 10.2
Please see response no. 86.4. If by “biotreatment” the author is referring to
biological treatment for metais and cyanide removal, this process is generally
inappropriate for the treatment objectives and the climatic condition at the
project site. Physical/chemical treatment as discussed would be more

effective and reliable.

110.3
Please see response no. 83.5.

110.4
Enforcement actions against the Kensington Venture will be as prescribed by
iaw and regulation.

110.5
See Comments 87.6 and 93.33 which address the stability of the dam structure
under seismic loads. The technical merits of conventional tailings deposition
vs. dewatered tailings are discussed in detail in Chapters 2 and 4 of the DEIS.
The technical and operational merits of conventional tailings deposition
outweigh the merits of dewatered tailings. The dewatered tailings method in
high precipitation areaa at the volumes envisioned for the Kensington Project is
unproven. Dewatered taiiings are highly sensitive to moisture, causing
potentially significant constraints on placement, compaction and operations.

110.6
The Forest Service is processing the permit application, including analysis in
accordance with NEPA and appropriate regulations. The mine will not be
allowed to proceed without a Final EIS and Record of Decision being issued. If
a Record of Decision approving the project is issued, the Kensington Venture
must then complete the permitting process described in Chapter 1 of the EIS
before starting mine construction.



3) The mine appears to be going Into operation before the comments and
he!wtngs on the DEIS are in, and the public’s concerns are odequotely
oddressed. Tftere hove been numeroue requests from state tigencles ond IOCOI
citizen groups for compraitensive, thorough baseline studies of the Point
Sherman and l~nn Canal areo rseourcee, morfne ond terrestrial. Studtee to
dote have been conducted in a Metilg contrfved fashton while helicopters
buzz b~ and machinefy grinds awou at rock. This is hardlg an environment for
occurote bosellfte date, especlall~ regardt ng goote ond their behavior hi the
orsa. The martne Studies Oarelfj touched on salmonolds and their use of the
near-shore environment, which is cruciol to the gillnet fishey. Modeling for
the outfoll sewer wos completed without thorough studies of currsnte and
tides, unique in thie area of Lgnn Canal. All “explomtory” operatlone must
ceose until these studiee are completed in an unbiased ond undistorted
manner.

Until Kensington Venture proves to be o responsible corporote neighbor
worthlj of conduct ing business in our unique and prist ine environment, we
recommend the NO ACTION 81temat We. We have too much to lose and nothing
to gain from an industrial fiasco. We hope that the Forest Service will uphold
the highest standamfs, and weigh the impacts for the good of the Iwblic, in
overseeing the ~for the Kensington Gold Project. Thankgou for the
opporturrtty to comment.

~lii, A
Thomas Ely
Prasident
~T

~ck Stokes - DEC
SEACC
Rep. Jerry Mackie

110.7
Please see responses no. 100.1 and 117,96.

CEQ regulations require that an EIS provide a description of the existing
environment potentially affected by the proposed aotiont in this case, the

description of existing environment encompasses the effects of past mining
and exploration, aithough these effects may not be thoroughly understood for
all resouroes. Past mining and exploration activities may have had an effect
on mouniain goats, but it is impossible to go back in time to re-create pristine,
pre-disturbanoe conditions, Mining activity has occurred at the Kensington site
off-and-on from late 1891 to 1938. Recent exploration activities have been
ongoing since 1982.

110.8
We assume the concern expressed in this comment relates to the use of the
nearshore environment by juvenile saimonids, This matter is addressed in
FEIS Chapter 3.

The utilization of these waters by larger salmon would be similar to other areas
where salmon are migrating to their home streams. Because of their location
in the water column and their tendency to be migrating through the area, they

would have virtually no exposure to concentrations of substances higher than
deemed safe (as indicated by water quality standards) for indefinite exposure.

110.9
Please see responses no, 5,2 and 93.75.



111.1

111.4

Kenneth E. Mitchell
District Ranger
Juneau Ranger District
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Enclosed are comments and questions arising frnm my review of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the propused Kensington Gold Project, near Juneau. Thank
you for extending the period to respond to the DEIS, and allowing me to comment.

While significant efforts have been made, I do not believe the DELS meets the requirement
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to adequately describe the impacts of,

‘and reasonable alternatives to, the proposed action. The DEIS should, in my opinion, be
redrafted for public review after environmental baseline studies are completed, alternatives
to the preferred tailing impoundment and mixing zone are discussed in more detail, and
responsibility for monitoring and/or mitigating for long-term impacts of the proposed actions
are clearly specified.\

Specific inadequacies which i request be addressed in detail in future impact statements for
this project include:

t) In the Abstract of the DEIS the USDA Forest Service (USFS), the agency preparing the
DEIS, states ‘Tailings would be disposed in a conventional tailings impoundment located
in Sherman Creek Basin’. Similar language (i.e., ‘Conventional Tailing Disposal’) is used
throughout the DEIS (eg. P. 2-11) to described the tailings disposal method. I question the
assertion that constructing a temporary dam across a river valley which contains critical
habitat for fish and wildlife, diverting streams inro culverts and concrete channels (Sherman
Creek and Opbir Creek), then burying the river valley in 265 feet of finely divided sediments
and toxic substances (eg. cyanide, etc.) is a ‘conventional tailing disposal’ method. Please
provide supporting evidence that these methods are in fact ‘conventional’ (ie., in general
isse) in North America. 1 assume the USFS is, in citing this method as the ‘preferred
alternative’ for this project, accepting the method for general use in the Tongrsss National
Forest. Is this true? Jf this is not true, what circumstances make the proposed method of
disposal acceptable at this site?

2) The DEIS (P. 2-8) states ‘Afkaline chlorination represents the best available treatment
process for cyanide destruction at Kensington (Lakefield Research, 1990)’. I understand this
process is w the best technology available for removing cyanide, and in general use also
results in significant discharges of toxic compounds containing chorine. In the recently
released DELS for the proposed Alaska-Juneau Mine, a newer (SO1/AIR) process was
‘,elected. What are the expected advantages and disadvantages of dse three cyanide
destruction processes listed in the DEIS? Why was the alkaline chlorination method
~elected for the Kensington Project? Is the selected process (nlkaline chlorination) expected
o provided the smallest discharges of cyanide and other toxic substances into the

111.1
Please see responses no. 5.2 and 988.

111.2
As discussed in DEIS Chapter 4, the proposed tailings dam would be a
permanent structure designed using a modified centerline construction
technique. Experience has shown dams using centerline construction
techniques to be stable under high seismic loads. Ail seismic failures of
tailings dams reported in Vick (1990) have occurred in dams employing
upstream construction techniques subjected to strong seismic shaking.

The EIS analysis has shown that no critical habitat for fish or wildlife exists at
the location of the tailings dam in Sherman Creek.

111.3
Each proposal for mining on Natural Forest System lands is evaluated on its
individual merits. The logic for selecting an alternative will be discussed in the
Record of Decision. The decision will be based on the analysis of
environmental consequences found in FEIS Chapter 4.

111.4
Please see response no. 93.52.



mvironment ? If the SO,/AIR or fIyrlrogar Peroxide process wmrlrf provide for smaller
discharges of toxic substances and maintain better environmental health (with respect to fish
and wildlife) rrnrlsafety (with respect to man), why is the alkaline chlorination process being
$etecterl? Is the prrrcess being proposed because rsf it’s low cosl relative to other
iechrmlogies? 1assume the USFS is, in citing this method as the ‘preferred method’ for this
project, accepting the method for general use in the Tongass National Forest. 1s this true?
[f this is not true, what circumstances make the proposed method of lreatment acceptable
rIt this site?

3) ‘Alternative E - Dewatered Tailings’ (P, 2-39) is missing the details required to fairly
evaluate this option. Why are the advantages and disadvantages of this option not
described? The brief comments in ‘Comparison of Alternatives’ (P, 2-49 through 2-55) are
grossly inadequate for describing and comparing this option. Similarly, the comments in
‘Effects of Ahernative l?’ (P. 4-11 and 4-25) do not adequately describe the consequences
of the alternative, Not developing this option is a major flaw in the DEIS.

The DEIS should discuss in detail how tailings disposal under the preferred alternative (B)
differs significantly from disposal under Alternative E (Dewatered Tailings). Both ‘piles’
of tailings become ‘dewatered’ after Ihe project is completed. Thus, two major differences
between the two options are: a) in the method used to place the tailings in piles, and b) the
final location of the piles, Under Alternative E, the tailings would not be placed in existing
stream beds (the river valley), and leaching and long-term migrations aside, the long-term
consequences of the alternative may be less environmentally destmctive. Please include
analysis and discussions of these poims in the next EIS.

4) The section ‘Surface Water Hydrology’ (starting P, 4-13) needs to include enough details
of the analysis used to project process effluent mrd freshwater quality characteristics to judge
the efficacy and validity of the analysis. Integration of the results of the analysis by HDR
(1990) into the presentation might for example help explain the results presented in this
section. Why, for example, are 2 hr, 48 hr, and 10day decant values used to calculate mean
values for mill effluent in Table 4-9? Were samples from longer time periods not employed
in the analysis? Are there no increasing concentrations of dissolved substances measured
in the decant samples over time? Were other important assumptions made in the analysis
to project maximum seasonal concentration of pollutants in fresh waters?
.

5) The section ‘Aquatic Resources - Marine’ (starting P. 4-26) assumes a mixing zone of
significant proportions in Lynn Canal. Why isn’t the need for a mixing zone discussed? Is
technology available to reduce the size of the mixing zone, either through better treatment
of the effluent or a better diffuser design?

Projections for total suspended solids (TSS, P. 4-28) could be made using a worst case
scenario. What is this scenario? How would Kensington Venture deal with this case?

Adequate biological baseline dots (seasonal distribution and abundance, and tissue analysis)
for the economically important species in Ihe affected environment is needed to allow
possible significant effects of the project to be quamified (if they occur), or effective

tll.5

Cyanide destruction processes are dependent on the mineralogy of the
deposit and the technique used for processing the ore, The Record of
Decision will identify the selected cyanide destruction method,

111.6
The discussion in Chapter 2 is a brief summary and should not be relied on fo
a detailed understanding of the analysis in Chapter 4. Chapter 4 of the FEIS
contains additional discussion of dry tailings that did not appear in the DEIS.

111.7
Comments regarding long term consequences of the preferred alternative vs.

Alternative E - Dry Tailings are noted, The FEIS provides additional information
and analysis of each alternative.

111.8
Please see DEIS Chapter 4, Surface Water Hydrology, Mill and Tailings Pond
Effluent Characteristics. The decant test analyses generally showed
decreasing concentrations with time. All assumptions used in the mass
balance analyses are found in the footnotes to Table 4-9.

111.9
It is incorrect to assume that the mixing zone volume will constitute a
significant portion of Lynn Canal. The calculations underlying the
environmental impact analysis presented in Chapter 4 of the FEIS (see also
technical support document Kessler and Vigers 1992) indicate that mixing

zone volume will never exceed 1/1 ,000, OOOthof the volume represented by
Lynn Canal north of l% Sherman (and even less for Lynn Canal as a whole).

Optimizing the diffuser design can reduce the volume, shape and depth
distribution of the initial mixing zone. However, it oan never eliminate it
entirely. The purpose of the diffuser performance analysis presented in the
FEIS is to test the overall ability of a typical diffuser concept to ensure
compliance with water quality objectives. It is not to provide an optimized
diffuser design. The latter requires a commonly agreed upon prioritizing of
environmental issues (i.e., optimized terminal achieved dilution vs. optimized
trapping depth), that has yet to be carried out,



“ mitigation to occur if neerferf. I do not see this malerial detailed in the DEIS. All baseline
~jl.11 studies should be presen{ed for public review in mr E[S. Is this not true?

6) Under the preferred rrlternative the DEIS appears to assume Sherman mrd Ophir Creeks
will be reestablished then maintained at a state of productivity (with respect to supporting

jjj.~z fisheries-and w~ldlife) similar to that existing prior to the project. HOVJwill success of this
assumption be Judged? What measures will be taken if this is not possible?

long-terra commitments’ and ‘long-term maintenance’ of the erosion protection measures
(geotextile fabrics, riprap channels, overbank flood flow containment structures, etc) are

m13 acknowledged to be required as a part reclamation efforts. Please define ‘long-term”
explicitly. Will the USN assume responsibility for this long-term monitoring?

111.147) Define the abbreviation ‘PMF’ on P. 4-77.

I
8) The DEIS does not provide information about the concentrations and total quantities of
cyanide and other toxic substances that will be placed behind a tailings dam or stored in

11~.15 piles under the proposed atterrmtives. I believe the DEIS is inadequate for not disclosing
this information, for not discussing where tbe responsibility for these materials rests after
tbe project is completed, and for not providing estimates of costs and liabilities associated
with managing these materials 10insure the health of fish and wildlife, and public safety into
the foreseeable future.

Sin~eiy

P.O. BOX 211461
Auke Bay, Alaska 99821

cc Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Senator Jim Duncan
Representative Fran Ulmer
Representative Bill Hudson
Southeast Alaska Environmental Council

While the ambient standard for certain wastewater constituents will be
exceeded within the mixing zone, a direct comparison must be tempered by
the fact that corresponding calculated residence times in the mixing zone are
thousands of times shorter than the (chronic effects) exposure times used to
establish the ambient water quality standards.

111.10
The assessment of total suspended solids effects, missing from the DEIS, have
been included in the FEEL Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS for a discussion and
to the technical support document Kessler and Vigers (1992) for a more
complete technical analysis, The analysis indicates that no measurable total
suspended solids effects can be expected even under worst case conditions,

111.11
The EIS used guidance from CEQ regulations in determining what information
to include in the document, The regulations state that “[t]he environmental
impact statement shall succinctly describe the environment of the area(s) to be
affected or created by the alternatives under consideration, The descriptions
shall be no longer than is necessary to understand the effects of the
alternatives.” (40 CFR 1502,15) The regulations further allow that information
be incorporated into the EIS by reference to reduce the volume of information
presented in the analysis document. The EIS incorporates extensive
information by reference. Pertinent information is available for review in the
planning record located at the Juneau Ranger Dk?.trict.

111.12
The DEIS did not assume that the streams upstream of the tailings dam would
be fully restored to pre-project productivity levels, though that might occur,

The DEIS stated on page 4-39 that “the effectiveness of the proposed plan for
making the site suitable for fish production would depend on site stability and
water quality, The Applicant’s conceptional reclamation plan for the tailings
impoundment would provide an opportunity to evatuate the design and
reclamation methods for these types of projects.” Instead of asserting that full
productivity would be restored, the DEIS states that it is uncertain as to what
level would be reclaimed,



It is expected that losses in production may need to be mitigated, both during

the period of mine operation and for any permanent losses that occur as a
result of limitations in reclamation efforts. Fish populations and habitat within

the reaches that would be affected were inventoried thtough intensive surveys
in the summer of 1991. These data will serve as benchmarks for evaluating

mitigation and reclamation efforts, Survey results are summarized in FEIS
Chapter 3. The stream reaches that would be affected upstream of the tailings
dam are, in their natural condition, quite unproductive,

111.13
Long-term, as used here, refers to perpetual maintenance needs. The Forest

Service will be responsible for monitoring and maintenance after bond release.
Funding will be provided by a financial instrument funded by the Kensington
Venture and acceptable to the Forest Service. Also see response no. 7.5.

111.14
The probable maximum flood (PMF) is defined as the largest flood that can
reasonably be expected to occur on a given stream at a selected point,

Determination of the PMF is bw;ed on consideration of the chances of
simultaneous occurrence of the maximum of the several elements (humidity,
temperature, dewpoint, wind, geography, soil moisture, etc.) or conditions
which contribute to the flood.

111.15
The DEIS describes in detail (Tables 4-9 and 4-11) the concentrations of

numerous substances that will be found in the tailings pond. Concentrations
are far more important in understanding the potential effects of toxic
substances than are total quantities. The Kensington Venture will be held
responsible under CERCLA, in perpetuity, for regulated toxic substances on
site,



ECHO WLY MINES
KENSINGTON VENTURE
3100 CHANNEL DRIVE, SUITE #2
JUNEAU, ALASKA99S0!
TELEPHONE (S07)4635701
FAX (9)7) 463.5?40

September 3, 1991

Mr. Ken Mitchell
District Ranger
JUNEAU RANGER DISTRICT
8465 Okf Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Subject: Comments to Kensington Gold Project Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS)

Dear Ken:

The Kensington Venture (the Venture) has reviewed the DEIS for the proposed
Kensington Gold Project. The following general andspecific comments areprovided
for consideration in preparing the Final EIS.

Overall, the DEISdocument isclearly written andehsily understood. The format
used is Wtghlygraphic and meets a key objective of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) which is to provide a concise, issue-oriented document.
We believe the inclusion of the Applicant Proposal (Appendix A) greatly improves
the DEIS. This allows the reader to compare operating details and the overall
environmental management program prnposed by the Venture with alternative
operating scenarios described in the environmental analysis. The inchssion of
conceptual monitoring, spill contingency and reclamation activities provides the
reader with an improved awareness of our commitment to develop an
envirmrmentall ysoundproject. These concepts willbeexpandedonce the Selected
Alternative is identified by the Forest Service (FS) and their third-party contractor
ACZinthe Fbral Planof Operations. Morespecific comments wbich represent input
from the Venture’s Engineering and Environmental Groups follow. Other
operational and environmental considerations needing technical clarification are
included as Attachment 1.

(1) ~eVenturc does notconcur with the DEISproposal torelocate the power
plant away from themain process plant. Keyconsideratimrs are:

I ● Transmission losses duetothe longer power linedonot makepla!lned
waste heat recovery feasible,

112.1
Comments noted,



September 3, 1991
Mr. Ken Mitchell
Page2 ~

112.1

112’2

●

●

●

●

●

●

The lost heat opportunity will require the Venture replace two 22,oOO
Lb/l{r, waste steam boilers with diesel or electric heaters requiring
more power generation, fuel use and result in increasedair emissions.

‘fle visual impact of the power plant at the new location will be
greater than the site adjacent to the processingplant.

Potential fuel spills in the upper Sherman Creek basin can be
efficiently diverted irrtrrthe tailings impoumfment forclearmp under
the proposal currently planned by the Applicant.

II is safer and more efficient to monitor and control the facility if it is
located immediately adjacent to the processingfacility.

The Venture is prepared and interuktoimplement those mitigation
measures necessaryto attenuate noise from the power plant at the
main processplant location. The DEIS is incorrect in identifying the
power plant as the largest or “dominant” noise source, It is a
continuous source measured as less than 1 dBA above the assumed
background level at all receptor sites. Continuous low noise levels
have not been shown to impact goat or bear populations.

The Applicant’s proposedlocation would saveabout $55,000 in capital
costs and $230,600- per year in operating costs over the location
selected by the FS. This represents a net present value (NPV) of
$1.2M at a 1570 discountrate.

!) The Applicant does not agree with the proposed riprap spillway. Our
consultant, Knight and Piesold Ltd. (K& P), has reviewed the FSprnposal
and concluded that 95% of all earthen embankment tailings impoundments
in North America incorporate cmrcretespillwaydesigninto the overall tailings
damdesign (see April 22, 1991 letter, Attachment 2). Problems with the
riprap alternative design inchrdc

● Availability of large competent and hard boulders in the quantity
required. Asixton diorite boulder, forexample, isapproximately4ft
x3ftx5ft insize. Tlriswould require significantblastingandquarrying
onsite-- provided asource can relocated. Thecost and feasibilityof
off-site barging, not to mention availability, alsois not reasonable.(see
April 22, 1991 letter for quantities).

112.2

Comments noted.



112.2

Ilz. 3

September 3, 1991
Mr. Ken Mitchell
Page 3

A reinforced concrete spillway will provide better long-term reliability
and be less susceptible to accumulation of ice and logjams.

EBA, the third-party consultant selected to conduct the State Dam
Safety rwiew for the Alaska Department of Natural Resources (DNR)
concurs with the K & P design concept, and provides the following
recommendatiorr~ a)thespillway walls should redesigned toinchsde
stiffer corners using rebar, with the final channel also supported with
compacted earth; b) the spillway should be designed for a long
projected life; c)theconcrete density should be4500 psi; d) a fiber
or mesh reinforcement should be employed to control surface cracking
and e) the overall structure should be kept at depth (supported in a
soil embankment).

EBA has also proposed stringent operation and maintenance
requirements during operation, reclamation and closure including a
secondary emergency spillway onthe left bank. Detailed comments by
EBA including their design review can be supplied to the FS through
DNR or the Venture.

The spillway is on a slope which lies at a gradient of approximately 15
percent. Assuch, ithasavery high energy profile. ‘flresizeofthe
spillway channel is determined by, among other things, the friction
factor, orroughness, of the channel. Byincreasing the friction factor
of the channel, through the ose of riprap instead of a concrete lining,
its size will increase correspondingly.

Because the spillway is a high energy stream, the riprap will have to be
large, five tons or more, and very durable, that is free of joints,
fractures orother planes of weakness. Suchriprap isdifficult toobtain
inquantity andis very expensive. Nosnurce ofsuchmaterial is known
to exist at the Kensington site.

The necessity of having a larger spillway cross section and the necessity
of the large size riprap could make the cost of construction with riprap
twotofive times that ofcast-in-place concrete. K& P has estimated
the cost of the concrete lined spillway at approximately $1.3 million in
199o doOars.

1) The Venture does not agree with the DEIS conclusion that underground
grinding will better meet the objective of reducing onsite noise impacts-to the

112.3
Comments noted.

$
m
$
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September 3, 1991
Mr. Ken Mitchell
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local goat, bear and other wildlife prrpulationsfor the following reasons:

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Noise abatement is better tested and proven and more cost effective
and efficient when applied to above ground facilities. Additional
information can be supplied to the FS by the Venture, if necessary.

Hydrogeological and groundwater conditions in the vicinity of the
undergroundmill excavationproposedin the FS Preferred Alternative
will likely result in significant increased underground mine drainage
flows,

The total area of aerial disturbance for an above-ground facility is
minimal.

Underground milling createsoperational problems. For example, mill
personnelwill be required to work no more than 8 hour shifts, in order
to be compatible with the rest of the mili workers at the surface
facilities. All other underground employees will work 10 hour shifts
daily,

Imcating the faculty underground will intioduce increased safety and
training concernsfor mill operators.

Maintenance of the slurrypipeline from the mill to the flotation circuit
and provision for rotation, cleaning and power interruptions are more
difficult than for the above ground option.

Potential future expansionof the mine and mill, if additional ore is
discovered, would be more expensive, less efficient and perhaps not
feasible.

NEPA remslationsreauire that alternatives must be reasonable and

4)

financiall~ feasible; tt~derground grinding is not currently considered
cost-effective.

As discussedin tbe DEIS, during the initial construction/startup phaseof the
project the Venture will utilize diesel generators to provide power to the
project while the LPG fuel storage and generation facilities are installed. The
DEIS should describe:

112.4
You wili find an expanded discussion of air quality impacts during construction
in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.
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●

●

●

●

●

●

The total S02 and NOXemissions during this period would not trigger
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) requirements.

Further, Industrial Source Complex and Complex 1 modeling indicate
that emissions from the diesel engines will not exceed PSD Increments,
as the meteorological data indicates wind is channeled down valley
thereby transporting these pollutants over Lynn Canal west of the
project.

Safety concerns over diesel storage related to potential for explosion
are considered less than for LPG.

A Spill Prevention Countermeasure Control Plan SPCCP will be
implemented at tbe project sit% this plan must be approved by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Diesel power generation is economic during this interim period.

The DEIS sbordd also comoare carrital and ooeratine costs of usine
diesel fuel generators during oper;tion with ~PG, as-well as the a~
pollution trade offs associated with those costs. Diesel generation
could also be used as a backup energy source for LPG.

The Venture has applied for and is technically and legally entitled to a
reasonable mixing zone for discharge of excess or net precipitation and mine
drainage from the project. The DEIS clearly and conservatively demonstrates
a “no effect” scenario for the allowable dkcharge. Tire DEIS should
incorporate more discussion of what a mixing zone is from botb a technical
and legal point of view, describe ADEC criteria for a mixing zone, set forth
the assumptions used to estimate the quality of discharge, and the safety 112.5
considerations built into those assumptions, describe the bebavior of the Please see the analysis presented in FEIS Chapter 4 for further discussion on
effluent plume as well as expnsure of living organisms to the plume, and set the mixing zone.
out the ultimate fate of trace suspended solids and metals discharged.

112.6
Many comments received at the DEIS and Draft NPDES bearings involved
concern over tbe effectiveness of alkaline chlorination for cyanide treatment.

Thank you for the additional information.

All treatment will occur by batcb, with each batch carefully treated and
monitored prior to discharge to the tailings impoundment. Both alkaline
chlorination and treatment by lNCO S02 were studied during the pilot
metallurgical testing with equal effectiveness. ‘fire’’batch discharge” will
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7)

8)

9)

10)

involve about 150 tons tailings concrete with a cyanide crsotent of less than
one (1) mg/1 discharged in a blending routine with about 3850 tons of
flotation tailings, providing this amount ofdikrtiorr, Existing rainwater inthe
pond will further dilute this concentration. The natural processes of
biodegration, evaporation, volatilization, oxjdatirwr, etc. will continue to break
down theremaining ~anideto levels essentially nondetectable. The Venhrre
is compiling an annotated bibliography on cyanide treatment including natural
degradation processes. This information will beprovided tothe FS for use
in preparing the FEIS. Enclosed as Attachmrxrt3 is additional information
on cyanide treatment, No residual free chlorine will be available for
discharge from fhe pond. Thecurrently approved eyanide level for tailings

ponds inmost states is50mg/1. Nostudies have shown toxic effects tohirds
and migratory waterfowl at levels below 20 mg/1, to the best of our
knowledge. ~eattached information also provides case histories of natural
degradation of cyanide in the environment.

The Venture is eurrersdy conducting settleability tests for suspended solids
(SS)attwo tailings facilities designed by K&P. ‘f%esetest swillconsider
stable and upset milling considerations. The results will be available to the
FS for evaluation and inclusion in the FEIS.

The Venture isalsocondrrcting suspended solids modeling for the difuser
system. This includes behavior of SS in the plume and depositional
considerations. The result will be available to the FS for evaluation and
inclusion in the FEIS, as appropriate.

The Kensington Venture has reviewed the feasibility of moving the proposed
discharge outfall. Without the benefit ofadetailed engineering design study,
our preliminary analysis indicates that the discharge could possibly be moved
to the south of Sherman Point, as proposed by several of the hearing
crrmmentors. Details of the marine outfall design are currently being
developed by the design engineer. They will consider substrate type,
composition, grade and minimum bedding criteria, anchoring requirements
and operation and maintenance requirements. A detailed monitoring
program is also currently being developed by the Applicant, based on

anticipated NPDES Permit requirements.

The discussion on Echo Cove Terminal should tie into the joint facilities
discussion which addresses the potential to extend the Kensington adit
thrnugh the mountain connecting the Jrrhnson Creek side, linked by road to
adockat the mouth of Slate Creek. Tbiscould potentially beused asa

112.7

Thank you for the additional studies.

112.8

The FEIS in Chapters 2 and 4 includes analysis of an outfall location south of
Point Sherman.

112.9

The possibility of backup transportation use is included in Chapter 2 of the
FEIS under Slate Creek Cove Common Facilities.
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(112.10 11)

backup transportation network for bad weather and emergency connections
to the mine in the event that a mine is constructed at the Jualin site in the
next three to five years.

We have provided additional socio-economic information prepared by the
McDowell Group attached as Attachment 4.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS, and look forward to
providing any supplemental information related to operational/envkonmental
programs at Kensington.

Sincerely,

Rick Richins
EN and Permitting Manager
Kensington Venture

112.10
Thank you.
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01’IIER POINTS OF TECHNICAJ. CLARIFICATION

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

(pg 5-12) During construction fuel barges will be landing/loading at
least 3 times a week -- once per week during operation.

(Pff 5-14) Same clarification for helicopter trips during construction
$:;kers, management, development miners, inspectors, FS personnel,

(pg 1-l) Mine life is aswroximately 12 years.

(pg 2-6) It should be noted that the sizes and horsepower ratings for
the grinding circuit are approximates.

(pg 2-7) The planned process does not involve filtration/thickening of
leached tails.

(Pg 2-15) me ffight frequenq of helicopters during construction
would be expected to be more than during operation, Current
estimates are at least three daily flights.

(pg 2-16) See earlier comments regarding use of diesel generated
power during construction.

(pg 2-16) f-pG fuel would be stow! at the marine terminal in a large
metal sphere (76 foot diameter) holding approximately 300,000 gallons,
and a 20,000 galhrn tank at the mill. The Venture may also store LPG
in a series of smaller “bullet tanks”.

(Pg 5-17) Refer to Table 2-2. Please see revised listing of chemicals
and reagents. These were developed as part of the ongoing Feasibility
Study.

(pg 5-W Rock qoarw sites will be developed throughout the project
site where suitable materials and quantities can be excavated.

(Pg 2-29) The discussion on Air Transport should also address the
potential to develop an alternate heliport site on private land near the
end of the road at some point during the life of the project.

(Pg 2-30) See earlier comments regarding diesel power generation.

112.11
Thank you,
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13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

29)

20)

21)

22)

23)

(pg 2-34) Rock quarry /bnrrow areas may also be required to be
developed outside the areal extent of the tailings dam if sufficient
suitable material is not found inside these confines.

(pg 2-43) See earlier comment on diesel pnwer generation to be
included under Air Quality Mitigation Measures.

(pg 2-46) The Kensington Venhsre is currently reviewing opportunities
to enter into a joint researeh project with DNR’s Plant Material Center
IO assist in the implementation of a pilot reclamation study. Other test
programs being conducted try other companies throughout Southeast

Alaska and the Pacific Northwest are also being reviewed by the
Applicant for applicability at Kensington.

(pg 4-1) The FEIS should also discuss interim effects of the temporary

use of diesel fuel and reciprocating engines for power generation while
the LPG plant is constnrcted.

(pg 4-13) hr the discussion nf water supply, it should be noted that the
Venture may use mine drainage water as a primary or supplemental
waler source,

(pg 4-14) As currently planned, the heliport will be served by a septic
tank/leach field wastewater system.

(pg 4-19) The discussion on accidental spills should describe the
cyanide treatment system which will mitigate the discharge of
potentially toxic cyanide concentrations into Sherman Creek.

(pg 4-25) The discharge of underground water will be treated by
settling in underground sediment basins prior to any discharge,

(pg 4-59) Ilre Slate Creek Cove alternative could be expected to
require fuel storage (diesel and LPG) at the docking site.

(pg 4-72) During construction, it is estimated that barge trips to the
site for fuel, equipment and supplies would occur at least three times
per week.

(pg 4-73) The Kensington Venture has entered into an agreement with
DuPont to design and supply a prototype isotainer for transporting
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24)

25)

26)

27)

28)

29)

30)

31)

32)

33)

NaCN to the site. The constructirm/safeguards provided hy this type
of transport container should be described in more detail in the FEIS.

(pg 4-74) See the attached table for the refined reagent schedule for
crrnsumafies. material storage criteria for most consumables are two
to three months.

(pg 4-81) Table 4-26 should be updated based on current construction
schedules and equipment lists the Venture has developed since the
DEIS was published.

(pg 4-86) Again, some reference to temporary use of diesel power
generation is required under the Air Quality section of Table 4-29.

(pg A-1) Ike Applicant will likely be required to develop rock
material sources from available borrow sites outside the tailings dam
“footprint” if the rip rap spillway option is selected.

(pg A-5) The Applicant intends to use diesel fuel for power
generation during the construction phase of the project.

(pg A-6) Diesel fuel storage will involve approximately 300,000
gallons. Also, the fuel line sizes for distribution will vary, depending
on final design specifications.

(P13 A-a) Borrow material may be required for some road
construction. Where necessary, balanced cut and fill will be
supplemented with borrowing from an approved quarry.

(pg A-9) The Process Area Site Plan (Figure A8) has been slightly
modified since issuance of the DEIS. This should be corrected in the
FEIS.

(pg A-10) The Venture does not intend to install underslab heating in
the repair bays. This is not expected to be necessaV. Also, please
refer to earlier comments on diesel fuel and power generation.

(Pg A-11) In the optimization studies currently being completed by the
Applicant, a modification to the housing plan involved shared sleeping
rooms and a bathroom in lieu of one bedroom/one bathroom per
workers.
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34)

35)

36)

37)

38)

39)

40)

(pg A-19) Please refer to earlier comments regarding reagent use,

(pg A-20) Please see earlier commentsrelated to NaCN isotainers,

(pg A-29) Pleasenote that the original Projected Project Schedulehas
changed significantly.

(pg A-3fJ Under Carbon Resorption and Reactivation, the first
sentenceshould read: ‘The carbon facility is located inside the process
building adjacent to the flotation area.”

(pg C-1) Tailings dam constructionspecificationsdo not require that
the entire site is completely cleared of all trees and vegetation,
Vegekdion would be left in certain specified areas, except for all
borrow sites.

(pg F-2) Please see earlier referencesto isotainers.

(pg F-3) The sodium cyanidesumpswill be concrete lined and sealed,
not constructedof plastic liner.
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April 22, 1991

Dear Rick,

A rip rap lined chute was the first option evaluated for the spillway chute. It was

not considered the best option because of difficulties arising from the Design Ftow

(1860 cfs) and Ore steep terrain (Minimum 9 percent, Maximum 20 percent slope).

The design tables tlrat used indicated a median riprap size of 12 feet, however a

second method indicated a 4 feet median diameter rock would be suitable. Both

j12.lzmethods required extrapolation of the design graphs which ad& to Oreuncertainty.

Assuming that the 4 feet diameter is satisfactory, a typical section was drawn up

and is attached as Figure 1. The design consists of a main charnel section with rip

rap designed to re$ist velocities up to 22 ft/s. A freeboard of 2 feet is provided,

above which a forther 5 feet of secondary rip rap is provided (up to the energy

depth) to accommodate splash. Below the rip rap there is a filter zone, which will

require at least two stages and be 3 feet thick minimum, dependent on the filter

relationship required.

112.12

Thank you.
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It shouldbe noted that the last 140 feet of the chute has a gradientof over 50

percentfor which theuscof a riprap linedchuteis impossible. At thispoint, either

a concretechuteor a shotcretelined cut intobedrockwill be required. There is no

evidencethatbedrockexists at the requiredelevation, althougha 2S feet vertical

drop to thecreekbed exista, which will requiresomealternativesystemof energy

dissipationin lieu of a flip bucket.

The following tablegivesthequantitiesrequiredfor the first 1,640 feetof thechute

where a rip rap lined sectionis feasible:

Volume (ydJ)

Excavation 28,000

Fill 28,000

Main rip rap (4500 lb) 26,000

Secondaryrip rap (600 lb) 5,500

Filter zone 21,000

Rip rap mustbe fresh, competent,durablerock that will be resistantto mechanical

and geochemicalwthering.

At this stage, it is nol known if a suitablequarry can be developedat the site, or

if the larger boulderswill have to be imported.

For both rip rap lined and concretespillways, inspectionand maintenancewill

always be required. A concrete chute would provide fewer opportunitiesfor

accumulationof ice and logjams but may be consideredlessdurablethanrock.

@i!lb,lom,l,ca mocwmn
0! Co”wwno dn Inw”wt,
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I
Provision for accessto thechutein low flows for irrspectionand maintenancewill

be required.

I Youraverytrdy,

1- ...
1-I!rdkDl

Dmlam
End.
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Dedicated to Clean, Healthy Econom[c lvers[ty In the Ca al City
!&terrrber 3, &91

‘$/1’ 1111

~g ~ (
Mr. Ken Mitchell, Dlstrlct Ranger L

U.S. Forest Service Ms.,”

8465 Old Dairy Road
Ouneau, Alaska 99801 //3
Dear Mr. Mitchell:

(y3jj>~&=m”

Alaskans for Juneau, a citizens’ group opposed to plans to rdapkiim~~~
the Alaska-3uneau mine, Is pleased to have the opportunity to
comrsent on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Kensington Gold Project.

Although the’Kensington [s approximately one-fifth the size of the
A-J and does not directly Impact the Imnedlate downtown area of
Juneau as the larger mine does, there are several speclf[c elements
of the Kensington which concern the group.

In general, we are very concerned about the cwnulatlve effects of
the Kensington development with other mines In this vic[nity.
Further, we are drarnat[cally aware of the precedent being set with
the open[ng of the Kensington and how that’ may affect the A-J or
other large projects.

We hope the Kensington mine can be developed [n an environmentally
. and economically sound fashion. Alaskans for Juneau [s not tak[ng a

posltlon for or against the mine at this t[me, but there are many
parallels for both projects which concerns our group. These Include:

1.

2.

3,

.

There should be no mlxlng zone allowed in Lynn Canal, regardless
of the location of the effluent discharge pipe [n relatlon to
Point Sherman. The Lynn Canal fishery must not be threatened by
the perm[tt[ng of toxic levels of discharge Into the waterbody.
Alf mine wastewater must be treated to meet water quality 113.1
standards without the need of a dllutlon zone. Please see response no, 4,5,

Water quallty standards must be established which are more
stringent than Gold Book standards and which represent the 113.2

Kensington.

Further basellne studies
the Kensington on rnarlne

effecis on local species. Sediments standards need to be Total suspended solids limits are set in EPAs New Source Performance
established in order to regulate those sediments from the

Standards. (see 40 CFR 440.104), These standards are regulated under the
NPI)ES Permit. Also see re.xronse no. 7,2,

are needed to determine the effect of
and terrestrial species. 113.3

Please see response no. 100.1.



1134

Kensington C)EIS Cormrents
Alaskans for Juneau
September 3, 1991
Page 2

4.

-s.

‘6.

“7.

,.

The cmsulatlve soclo-econcmlc frwpactt on Juneau need to be
addressed. This project cannot be looked at in isolatlon. Page
4-6X.of the DEIS projects an $882,000 overall loIs to the City
and Borough, with the greatest costs being Incurred in the early
years when the highest demand for services exists, and when
Juneau IS least prepared to accommodate new res~dents,
partlcularlyechool age children. Further study 1s needed of
the soclo-econwnlc Impacts of temporary shutdowns of th[s and
other mines due to uneconemlcal mineral pr[ces. as”well as the
Impacts of.all projected mines closlng at the” same tlrws.

The project must be requ[red to use dry talllngs disposal.
Benefits to this method include: (a) the elimination of a : ““
toxic-contaminant tailings pond which Is hazardous to birds and
marnnals; (b) the ellmlnat[on of the need, to re:route Sherman
Creek ahd’Oph’fr Creekj ’iMtl the i50nseQuehl “ri%’lamatlon”p reposal
to return Sherman proposal to return Sherman Creek to flow
through and leach out the heavy metals and chemicals frcm the
talllngs pond [nto Lynn Canal; c) the ellmlnatlon of a dam in a
seismic area prone to frequent earthquakes.

The USFS should establlsh a local cftizens $ oversight council
similar to the statewide council created by the legislature [n
1990 to provide continued publlc participation.

Self-monitoring by the cempanynssst not be the prlmery source of
lnformat[on. Funds must be provided for the [dependent
thtrd-party or goverrenent agency monitoring to give rapid,
unbiased reporting.

We are also prov[d[ng detailed comnents regarding mental health and
soctal service issues concerns as they relate to the Kensington
DEIS. These are attached in the form of Appendix A.

In conclusion, we belleve that several steps need to be taken to
Improve the Kensington project and min[mlze its negat[ve Impacts.
We appreciate the chance to participate [n the public process and to
offer” our
its res[d
learned e
detriment

suggestions. Juneau’s future 1s of great lfiortance to
nts; we are working hard to ensure that the lessons
sewhere are understood and not necessarily repeated to the
of our ccmrnun[ty.,... ,,

G%.-*

Laurie Ferg on Craig
President, Board of Directors

Attachment: Appendix A

113.4

Additional work has been done to assess the cumulative effects of developing
and operating both the Kensington and AJ mines. Please see Chapter 4 of the
l)EIS.

Early closure of the mine would accelerate the latter period socioeconomic
effects as projected in the FEIS. The current City ordinance requires advanced
notification of such an action and additional requirements are being
consideredto minimize the impacts ofan unplanned shutdown of the mine.

113.5

Weather conditions at the project site would require a large temporary storage
area for the dried tailings during rainy periods. Average annual precipitation
data indicates that 52days/yearreceive 0.25 inches or greater of rainfall and
48 days receive 1.0 or more inches of snowfall. The dried tailings cannot be
placed during these periods due to moisture dependent pile stability concerns.

Chapter 4 of the FEIS contains an expanded discussion of the geotechnical
aspects ofdewatered tailings disposal as comparedto conventional tailings
disposal.

113.6
Comment noted,

113.7

Please see response no. 83.5
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The Forest Service aperai~al of the needs of the mine workers
coming to Juneau for the AJ and/or Kensington mines indicates
that these workers and their families may be in need of certain
social services such as alcoholism treatment or mental health
care. The Kensington L)EIS report which describefthe health care
system as it currently exists in Junesu relies on out of date
data and does not present difficulties in the current system in
depth.
‘A. ALCOHOLISM TREATMENT. Juneau Recovery Unit, or JRU, is the
only inpatient treatment and detoxification unit in Juneau. Even
with the addition of several new detox and treatment beds in July
1991, it is still full and turning away those who need its
services. On weekends, those needing medical detoxification from
alcohol are being turned away from JRU due to lack of bedspace:
they are usually then sent to Lemon Creek Correctional Center, a
poor second for safe detoxification, Currently there is a waiting
list of several weeks to a month for in-patient treatment at JRU:
during winter months the waiting list may expand to several
months. At ATS, the inpatient treatment center in Sitka, there is
a waiting list of several months. At the centers which treat
those with chemical dependency and a mental illness such as
depression, there are also waiting lists of several months.
These facilities represent what is available in Alaska for
inpatient longterm cars at public facilities. Even without the
mine, they are overfull and Alaska’s own residents are unable to
get into them as needed. EBE must show how they are going to
ameliorate the systemic problems which further overload would
-represent.
The Kensington IIEIS notes that males 20-40 years of age would
make up much of the wc.rkforce, and that this group is
disproportionately represented in treatment centers, In addition,
construction workers, who are predominantly young and male, have
a higher risk oi’ substance abuse than the general population. The
fact that Kensington will havs an on-site drug testing progkam is
largely irrelevant if we are examining substance abuse and
dependence. The testing program is designed to target those wh~
are ,.lsingwhile cm the ,job, and haa significant payoffs for the
company when it comes to safety r+c?rcls and productivity. It has
nothing t.o dc with dependence on drugs or alcohol off the job,
away from work, which is when most people with problems with
chemical dependency use, It is misleading to imply that the drug
testing program will prevent or “offset these factors” when it
has nothing to do with them.
‘B. MENTAL HEALTH CARE. Since March, 1991. there have been several
teleconferences held among the mental health professionals and
agencies operating in Southeast Alaska.
both

Scarcity of resources ,
bedspace and personnel, are severe in the region; the

coni’erence sought ways to improv~ care, Juneau has only one
psychiatrist, with hospital privileges. The waiting list for a
medication evaluation at the mental healt,h center approaches 8
weeks In t’mlr of the last fiva attempts to
patients

get Southeast
admitted to Mt. Edgecurnbe in Sitka, they have been

tllrned away due to no bedspace. and sent instead to Anchorage.
There is no child psychiatrist anywhere in Wutheast Alaska.
Ment,nl Ilealkh ,?are CIOW3 not jlust apply to those who are the

113.8

Please see response no. 5.4.

113.9
The FEIS has been changed to reflect the uncertaintyof the age distribution
expected inthe work force. Also, testing formost drugs will reveal use that
occurred fora considerable period (several days) prior to administering the
test. Thus, drug testing would help identify those whoabuse drugs off the job.

113.10
The EIS acknowledges the current shortage of mental health care facilities in

Juneau.



chronically mentally ill, or the retarded, or those with severe
depr~ssi~n. It also applies to those having marital cm family
problems, divorce, crying spells, domestic violence, life
changes, 10ss of a loved one, recovery from sexual trauma,
problems at a job, or a host of other difficulties encountered in
life. These individuals under AlaskaPs mental health funding law
come under “general mental health, ” the last category to be
funded and the category into which most of the general
falls.

public
‘he law indicates that emergencies, the chronical LY

mentally ill, and severely disturbed children are all entitled to
services BEFORE this last, less impaired category. If there is an
overload on the system, as there is now, many of those requesting
services for life’s problems will not get them, or will be Put on
a waiting list, at public centers. The system is at this point
now, in August of 1991, due to the needs of the severely ill
coming before needs of the less ill. “One counselor” as poeited
in the AJ impact statement, is not going to correct this
imbalance, or address the systemic problems. The mental health
outpatient system as a whole is currently overloaded, in part due
to the priorities of the mental health laws, and these systemic
problems must be addressed by EBE. The statement in the
Kensington DEIS that “The Mental Health Clinic had a long waiting
list in 1988, but this list could be reduced if the clinic were
fully staffed” is (obviously) based on grossly out of date
information, and fails to.take into account that in 1991, it is
fully staffed, and is also operating with an overload of
patients. BY listing JAMI and SEARHC as providers, the DEIS is
somewhat misleading in implying that these agencies are available
for routine mental health care. Juneau Alliance for the Mentally
Ill (JAMI) iS a subcontracting agency with the mental health
center. Its function is to provide some r~sidential and day
treatment services to the chronically mentally ill after release 113.11
from psychiatric hospitalization. JAMI services in 1991 are over
cap~city and JAMI has had to turn away many new

The City and Borough of Juneau Large Mine Permitting process will focus on
referrals on

outreach. Of note, JAMI does not have its own psychiatrist and socioeconomic impacts from this proposal. We suggest that you comment to

must once again rely on the psychiatrist from the mental health CBJ during their review process.
center JAMI then obviously is not a mental health service which
treats those with general mental health problems: they are 113.12
mandated by the State to accept for treatment only those patients
with certain, “targeted” diagnoses. With respect to services Comment noted.
provided by SEARHC, SEARHC physicians at times may prescribe
drugs which can be classified as
H$wever,

“psychotropic’< medication.
they refer most of their psychiatric patients to the

mental health clinic for meclicatic.n and therapy, and
automatically when there is an issue of hospitalization, the
mental health center is involved. Thus , SEARHC does nst operate
on an independent level with respect to mental health care in
Junea,.!, and its staff does not include the services of a
-psychiatrist or a psychologist.
c. lNSIJRANCE COVERAGE. At on= of the summer AJ hearings, when
confronted by questions of whether EBE was prepared to make
payments lip front to cover the drain that its workers would place
on the entire SE Alaska system, Mr. Frank Bergstrom indicated
that ther~ would be insurance coverage for workers and that EBE
W(2U 1 d naturally have an EAP (Employees Assistance E’rcgraml for
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those with chemical dependency problems “as any resp,3nsibl@
company would. “ The term “insurance” is too broad in this
instance, and “EAP” may represent insufficient coverage.
Let ua consider in-patient, psychiatric or chemical dependency
treatment, with stays ranging from 2-4 weeks. Costs range frwm
$8000-20,000, and most insurance only pays 50-80%. In addition,
insurance usually does not pay travel (about $500). There is NO
inpatient psychiatric treatment in Juneau:
must fly out.

anyone requiring this
Private insurance usually ends up paying for

hospitalization in Anchorage, Seattle, or Portland. Alcohol
treatment in Juneau, inpatient, consists of JRU, If an individual
wishes to go private, again treatment is in Anchorage, Seattle,
or Portland. Individuals may also choose private treatment
because of the lengthy waiting list for the public programs.
Most EAP programs do screenings for drug or alcohol problems:
they do not do inpatient care, but may make referrals. The
existence of such a program therefore, may be helpful as a
referral source, but will not help when it comes to how that

Jgfj 12 Pro*ram$ or the travel to get there, will be paid for. Given the
high cost of inpatient treatment, it is easy to see how those
needing it may be incurring a large debt, even with insurance.
Often, for those unable to pay, the State is the payee of last
resort, and also often pays for travel to the inpatient unit if
the patient is unable. There appears a great potential for the
State to incur large debts from inpatient care of those with
insufficient insurance or ability to pay: thig may well apply to
those working in the mines, with or without an EAP referral
program< Again, is EBE willing to put money up front to cover
alcohol and mental health treatment of its workers in this state,
including travel and inpatient carg’? “
The Kensington DEIS mentions that the details of the insurance
contracts available to workers are not known, but notes the
likelihood of a 90 day exclusion for pre-existing conditions.
Both substance abuse and psychiatric illness are by the very
course of the illnesses, conditions which have multiple episodas.
(See the American Psychiatric Association’s Diagnostic and

11?. 13 :&:g;:rsM-L ThirflEditiOn) Th:a~I:h:ls;i;~l::rn:$:
have a high turnover rate

rate for mine employees could lessen the effectiveness of this
program. ” ‘This heightens the need for money provided by EBE free
and clear of any insurance policies to cover the high Cc!st of
providing medical care to its employees,

-l). OTHER SOCIAL SERVICES. ‘The Kensington DEIS notes that “during
19N’/-l989, the met,al mining industry incurred injuries and
illnesses at 2.2 times the State’s industrial aversge. ” It goes

say that inpatient hospitalization at Bartlett MemoriaL
;~sp;;al will not be a problem, However, the DE[S fails to
consider the outpatient medical services available in <Juneau in
high-demand periods. There are several small groups of physiciansj13,J4;;k:riv~t.practice in the ,Juneau area. Some of these practices,

Valley Medical Center, are closed: meaning they are not
.sccepting any new patients. For specialty services such as
orthopedic surgery, there are waiting Lists of several months.
W!ring the flu epidemic in winter, 199(1-1991. many practices were
turning ill p~ti~nts away a!~d the emer.q.?ncyroom had Wait!s of

113.13

Comment noted.

113.14

Comment noted.

:{
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several hours. This is not a system which has any rwm f~r
expansion built into it. There are clearly concerns for Juneau
residents in terms of ability to see the doctor of their choice
(rather than be faced with a closed practice from too many
patients) and concerns of a waiting list of several months f~r
specialty clinics. When this was raised at a summer AJ hearing,
Mr. Bergstrom indicated that Junaeau could simply recruit, which
would not be a hardship since it would mean more physicians would
be available. Unfortunately, although this attitude may be
appropriate for the lower 48, it fails to take into account the
severe difficulty which Juneau has experienced in recruiting in
recent years, for example, for a psychiatrist. EBE could consider
the problems with available medical care as a reality and, for
example, fund 2-3 full-time physician positions in the various
practices, or fully fund specialty positions in the areas which
miners most needs, such as orthopedic surgery and addictions.
The Forest Service indicated that miners are likely to need more
services, such aa alcoholism treatment. Studies indicate that in
families of those abusing alcohol, difficulties such as
battering, violence, and problems in child welfare are also
present. Child Protection services are currently overloaded, with
caseloads averaging 90 cases per worker. Alcohol treatment and
detox have been discussed above aa being overloaded,
Juneau,

not only in
but systemically. The AWARE shelter, which

services
provides

to abused women and their children, is operating near
capacity now.
‘We are focussing on practicalities of funding care for a
population whose epidemiology predicts need for service in
certain areas. EBE needs to address these problems directly, as
well as clearly describe how they pr~pose to compensate CBJ for
adding materially to already overloaded systems.

113.15

Please see response no. 113.9.



U.S. Forest Service
8465 Old Dairy Rd.
Juneau, AK 99801

Sept. 3, 1991

To whom it may concern:

I am writing to comment on the Kensington DEIS. I have
included my comments on the WPDES permit dated 9/03/91 as
part of my comments on the DEIS.

[

The baseline studies for the marine environment in the area
of the project are inadequate. Additional studies should be

IMZ- ~ogd cal uses of the areas
Studies of a proposed

-outfall ai—ea must be conducted. These studies should include
physical, biological, and chemical characteristics of the
receiving water, including volume and flw rate.

lU, 2 ‘ateris th

Receiving
e marine water at the end of the pipe, not the

water in a nearby area.

A “mixing” zone should not be allowed for this project.
Treatment of effluent to state and federal standards at the

114.3end of the pipe is a must. Specific comments regarding thie
are attached in my WPDES comments.

Dry tailinga disposal should be used instead of impoundment
of tailings slurry. Use of dry tailings would significantly
improve this project by greatly reducing wastewater discharge

114.4 and removing the need for a dam. The proposed dam will
create a significant visual impact on Lynn Canal and should ~
be avoided.

114.5

LTailings should be backfilled ae much as poesible.

Helicopter transportation receives minimal attention in the
DEIS . Helicopter noise is significant and will be a cause of
major disruption to homes and recreation. This needs to
reCeiVe more attention in the FEIS. All possible measures
should be taken to reduce volume, number of flighte and
impacts on homes and recreation. Many people choose to live
out the road in part due to the lack of noise associated with
more populated areas. Similarly, recreation is more peaceful
and less disturbed out the road. During the past several
years, some of my favorite recreation areas (Perseverance
Trail and West Glacier Trail in particular) have been heavily
affected by summertime helicopter traffic. It is extremely
disturbing to have helicopters fly overhead when out for a
peaceful walk on a quiet trail. From my experience with
Coast Guard helicopter noise, the bigger the helicopter, the
bigger the disruption.

114.1
Please see response no, 5,2.

114,2
For the outfall as described in this FEIS, Lynn Canal is the receiving water.
Lynn Canal is subject to winds, tides, freshwater inflow, salinity and
temperature differentials, currents andeddies and other physical influences.
We disagree with your assertion that the receiving water must ba characterized
by sampling one small sector of such a dynamic system.

114.3
Please see response no. 4.5,

114,4
Please see response no. 7.4,

114.5
Helicopter traffic will add an incremental 2 to 4 trips per day to the air traffic in
Lynn Canal. Currently there arean estimated 154aircraft commuter flights

passing overhead in Lynn Canal each day, Please see DElSChapters2and4.
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‘What ia the maximum number of flights that will be all~ed
each day? What will be the minimum number of flights per
-day? Does that number vary from construction to operation
phases? How will helicopters affect mountain goata and other
‘wildlife? What times of the day will flights be allowed?
“How loud are these 15-20 passenger aircraft? Are helicopters
of this size presently in uae in the area? What other types
of helicopters are available? What does the literature on
,helicopter noise say about ita affect on residential areaa?
On recreation? Hw will helicopter transportation affect
property values in the afflicted areas? How will homeowners
,be compensated for loss of property value or lifestyle
disruption? How can disruption of recreation be avoided?
Mitigated? Page 2-15 says that flight frequency will average
1-2 flights per day. Table 4-28 says that the project will
create 96 additional flights per month. Pleaae explain.
.

Figure 3-36 doea not include helicopter noise levels. This
should be included for the type of helicopter planned.
Helicopters are predicted to be the second loudest
noisemaker for the project (Table 4-26). What type of
helicopters were used to determine this? How would that
figure (102 dSA ) change with multiple helicopters?

The FEIS should include an index. Searching the tables of
contents chapter by chapter is difficult and makes easily
poesible to miss a part or parte of the information on a
subject.

The public comment period for the FEIS must not be scheduled
for summertime. Having the public comment period in the z
summer has created a hardship for many if not moat of the ‘-
affected users of the area. In my family I am the only
person who has been able to make the time to attend public
hearinga and prepare comments on this project. The other
members of my family (a wilderness guide, e naturalist, and a
commercial fisherman) are unable to comment on the @I?IS
because they are workinq. scheduling of the public hearings
and public %umtent periiid of the DEIS has min~mized the -
amou;t and quslity &f public comment. The timing of the
public comment period has greatly angered those who are
unable to comment. To put it bluntly, we feel
being screwed. I would like the timing of the
period to be addressed in the FEIS.

like we’re
public comment

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Aaron Brakel

114.6
During construction, there could be at least 20 flights per week just for regular
crew rotations, not including site activities that require helicopter support.
Food supplies are expected to require an additional one to three flights each
week, The operations schedule would require a minimumof 10flights per
week, 52 weeks per year.

The minimum number of helicopter flights inadaywill beone, except for
weekends when no flights are scheduled. It is difficult to assess the maximum
number of flightson anygivendayfor a two year construction project anda
12year mine life. Typically there will beat least three. The logistics of moving
employees asweilas other interested observers will beonan as-encountered
basis.

114.7
Disturbance of mountain goats by nearby helicopter flights has been well
documented in the literature, Because ofthisdisturbance, helicopter noise
levels were modeled at selected black bear and mountain goat receptor sites.
These analyses indicated that helicopter use would increase noise levels from
10t037dBA attheselected receptor sites (see DEISpage 4-80). Basedon
these projections, ADF&G and USFS biologists input additional disturbance
zones (beyond direct habitat disturbance) into the black bear and mountain
goat HSl models. Therefore, the HSlesfimated losses of habitat and habitat
capability (see DEIS page 4-46 and page 4-48) take into account noise
disturbance factors inaddition todirect habitat disturbance. See also
response no. 93.62.

114.8
Flights will be allowed at any time the weather conditions for helicopter
operation are met, Normally, flights will be scheduled onlyon weekdays and
onlyduring the day.

114.9
Helicopter traffic is not expectedto affect housing ptices in Juneau.

114.10
The proposed flight path for helicopters carrying employees to and from the
project was aligned to provide maximum safety for passengers and to
minimize noise impacts toresidents of theareato the extent possible. It
should be recognized that the perceived significance ofnoise willbe
dependent ontheflight level of the aircraft. Flight levels are determinedly
weather conditions. Under good conditions most flights would beat alevelof
2000 feet or greater. FAAminimum flight rules require that helicopters stay
300 feet above residential areas Wson, 1991). Under conditions of low
ceiling, helicopters would probably fly lower to maintain visibility.



Director, Water Division (WD-134)
EnvironmentalProtection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

Director, SE Region
Alaska Department of EnvironmentalConsemation
Southeast Regional Office
BOX 32420
Juneau, AK 99801

To whom it may concernt

Sept. 3, 1991

I
I am writing to comment on the Kensington NPDES permit. I
attended both the workshop and public hearing in Juneau and I
appreciated the opportunity to listen and ask questions at
the workshop and testify at the public hearing.
Unfortunately,the hearing and workshop were held on the
firat day of Juneau’s biggest sporting event, the Golden
North Salmon Derby. If this was intended to limit public
comment it wae very well done.

The WPDES permit should not include a “mixing” zone. All
wastewater discharged from the Kensington project must be
treated to the highest federal and state standards ~ to
reaching the marine environment. IS AAC 70.032. states that

>
a mixing zone may be prescribed unless

I
“(1) pollutants discharged could bioaacumulate;

~ concentrate or persist in the environment; cause
m $14,15 carci.nogenia,mutagenic, or teratogeni.aeffects; or otherwiee~

present a risk to human health;”

The pollutants involved could pereiat in the environment,

E;%%%%%?%%% %%%::%ld;:o%:he
Discharge of these pollutants should he prohibited ae should
discharge of pollutant that cause carcinogenic,mutagenic,
or teratogeniceffects.

18 MC 70.032. (b) “The water quelity standards aet out in
this ohapter may be exceeded within a mixing zone prescribed
by the department. In determining whether a mixing zone ia
appropriate and the size of a mixing zone, the department
will consider

(1) the phyaiaal, biological, and ahemical
characterieticaof the receiving water, including volume and
flow rate;”

The receiving water for the proposed discharge ia the water
the effluent would flow into at the end of the pipe. The
nearest flow measurement station was about one half mile from

Flights would be during week days and would not cause significant impacts to
recreationisls. Note that flights would rescheduled during week days and
daylight hours only, Theonly flights atnight orduring weekends would be
emergency related. Please seethe revised discussion of helicopter flight paths
in FElSChapter4, Noise.

114.11
Thank you for pointing out the inconsistency in the number of helicopter
flights. ltisprojected that there will be2t04flights perday, 5days per week,
The appropriate corrections have been made to the text.

114.12
Please see the revised figure in the FEIS,

114,13
A table of contents and index have been added to the FEIS,

114.14
Please see response no. 110,6

114.15
Comment noted.



114.16

114s7

114.E

the proposed outfall. That water is not the receiving water.
“Physical, biological, and chemical characteristics of the
receiving water, including volume and flow rate” must be
studied for consideration of a “mixing” zone whether it be at
Sherman Ck., or south of Pt. Sherman.
.

The department must consider (18 AAC 70.032. (b)(2)) “the
effects the discharge may have on the uees of the receiving
water; “

In order to do this the uses of the receiving water must be
knewn. Baseline studies must be designed and carried out
that examine the uses of the receiving water particularly in
regard to commercial fisheries but not leaving out other
biological characteristics and uaee.

Discharge of this effluent should not be allowed unless it
meets state and federal water quality standards prior to
reaching the end of the pipe. The addition of significant
amounts of toxins to Lynn Canal can be easily avoided through
treatment of this effluent.

Given present scientific knowledge of human caused damage to
the world environment and the increasing rate of this damage
(with its resulting increase in the rate of planetary
environmental degradation), it is important for us, with EPA
and DEC our agenta, to reduce the amount of pollutants
entering the environment. To do this we must eliminate all
unnecessary new sources of pollutants. .With proper use of
available water treatment technology we can remove the
pollutants from thie effluent stream. To do less would be
extremely shortsighted.

As a result of the workshop I had several ideas for NPDES
permits including this one. EPA should study Alaskan species
for inclusion in the Gold Book standards. Monitoring
turnaround time should be kept to an absolute minimum so that
corrective (and Dunitive\ action can be taken immediately.
Permit violatora-should automatically receive fines. In’the
permit EPA should commit to having enough staff to do the job
required by the permit.

I would like to know how public comment affects the permit
and, specifically, whether my comments have made any change
in the permit. I would also like to know whether EPA is
required to specifically address specific comments, and how
this is done. I would appreciate hearing frem EPA on this.

During the public hearing, Dick Myren of Juneau commented
that seawater flocculates sediments. If this is the case,
won’t the toxins concentrate and persist in the area around
the outfall? What effect will this have on the permit?

Thank you very much for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

114.16

Please see response no. 114.2.

114.17
Please see response no. 93.65.

114.18
Comment noted.

114.19
Ths Forest Service has forwarded your letter to the EPA for response.

114.20

Saltwater will not flocculate the particulate solids that could carryover in the
tailings pond effluent, as normally defined. Itispossible, however, that the
seawater changes in density, temperature, organic corrcentration, and ionic
charge may cause discrete solids and fines that carry over in the tailings pond
effluent to agglomerate and settle out of solution more rapidly inor around the
area of the diffuser outlet.

Anyactual ''toxicity'' ofthismaterial would have to reestablished; however,
based upon the current water balance and recent sedimentation studies, given
the Applicant’s proposal, the total average daily suspended solids would be
estimated in the range of 500to 1,0001bs. per day. Some of this material
would be expected to be carried by the current and/or the velocity of the
plume over a larger area, and some fraction would settle out on the bottom
and become integrated with the bottom sediments. The movement and travel
ofthe suspended solids will depend upon the condition prevalent in the Lynn
Canal fi.e., thehigher thevelocity of thecurrent thegreater the dispersal of
solids) and the characteristics of the material,



Hyak Mining Company,
1114 Glacier Avenue
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Inc.

Saptamber 2, 1991

Kanneth Mitchell
115

District Ranger
Juneeu Ranger District
8465 Old Dairy Road
Junaau, Alaska 99601

Ref: Reviaw Comments -Kensington Gold Project DEIS

Gentlemen:

As the hrnedlate adjacent landowner, actions at the Kensington
must affect the Jualin Project. We are obviously an interested
party and wish to comment on the DEIS for this proposed project,

However, we are mystified by the process that we are to comment
upon. We read in the JUNEAU EMPIRE of August 26, 1991, where Frank
Bergstom of Echo Bay states regarding the Kensington:

“we don’t have a mine yet. You’ve got to have reserves
that justify the level of expenditure for a mine and we
just don’t have those reserves, We need to do some more
exploration.“

Apparently, the Kensington is in exactly the same stage as the
Jualin project, having significant reserves with a continuing
large exploration program to find more.

Wa hava worked hard to determine how cumulative impacts could be
minimized, yet wa note on page 2-25 of the DEIS, that “The Jualin
property development status is currently too speculative to
evaluate joint facilities alternative in detail in the Kensington
Gold Project EIS.”

Since the Kensington schedule will not be impacted, this appears
to be an excellent time to preform a detailed review of the use
of joint facilities to reduce cumulative impact,

115.1
The Kensington Project hassubmitted anapplication foraplan of operations
that describes development of a producing mine, Jualin has not submitted an
application. There is a fundamental difference in these positions as far as
Forest Service responsibility to respond.



The thrust of our proposal is accessing both the Jualin and
Kensington sites by a shuttle ferry across Berners Bay and up the
exieting Johnson Creek Road. This eliminates three major
environmental problems inherent in the Comet Port alternative:

1. This plan eliminates the use of a port at Comet, which is
described by Echo Bay’s own consultant as less than
reliable. The use of the Comet requires huge quantities of
process chemicals and fuel to be barged through, and off
loaded nearly on top of the Point Sherman fishery.

2. It eliminates use of helicopter access. Both safety and
environmental aspecta show this is an improvement to the
proposed project. The reason the Johnson Creek road was
constructed in 1988 was to reduce helicopter travel.

3. It eliminates the construction of large camps for the

1“-”””--””””””’mlnas. m~s will reauce Impact to me area’a resources, ana
ia the same approach as was used for the Greens Creek Mine
near the sensitive wilderness area on Admiralty Island.

;ertainly, there is opposition by a few radical preservationists
:0 the use of Berners Bay by a shuttle ferry. Preservationists
!re by definition selfieh, their consistent refrain is: “I don’t
tant my private (public) area disturbed. ” Preservationists should
lot be mistaken for environmentalists. However, if the proposals
lre viewed factually without emotional rhetoric, there is no question
:he shuttla ferry concept greatly reduces environmental impact
:or the Kensington Project, and totally eliminates any cumulative
Lmpact regarding transportation for the operation of the Jualin.

4e are sorry to see excuees are given in the DEIS, instead of a
:horough and rational analysis of joint facilities to reduce
>otential cumulative impact for multiple-developments in the
)erners Bay Mining District, such as in the DIES on page 2-25:

‘The Kensington Venture cannot assume the risk that the Jualin

115.2
The FEIS recognizes that if the Jualin proposal is developed, there is the
possibility that a tunnel could be developed through the mountain to provide
alternate access to the Kensington Project. (See Chapter2, FEIS, Slate Cove
Common Facilities)

115.3
Comments noted.

developers ~..would share similar management goals and
;trategies, as well as production schedulee.

[f the oil companies that developed Prudhoe Bay had taken
!ttitude, there would be eight Trans-Alaska pipelines.

)r the excuse:

this

“While it is not possible to predict that a takings under the
Fifth Amendment of the United Statee Constitution would be the
result of joint facilities, one could result if project owners
are forced into uneconomic commercial arrangements. Therefore,
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D
b
s

the issue of takings must also be considered under any
government imposed joint facilities proposal.”

If this were actually the case, any alternative the Forest Service
nay select, joint or not, would be subject to this test. NEPA
law clear, cost of an alternative is not the deciding factor.

But even prior to enactment of environmental law, specific Federal
caae law on joint use of mining facilities uses the test of “public
#elfare.“ In ALASKA GOLD REC. CO. v. NORTHERN M. & T., 7 ALASKA
REPORTS, PAGE 401, referring to numerous court cases prior to 1926:

“Thus we find that the term ‘public use’ has received enlarged
scope and meaning; that test is no longer confined to use by the
public, but for the uae of the ‘public welfare.’ The power of a
atate to work out from tha conditions exieting in a mining region
tha largest welfare of its inhabitants has often baen recognized.”
BACON V. WALKER, 204 US 316, 27 S. Ct. 289, 51 L, Ed. 499.

The transportation alternative we proposa, with minor modification,
was tha eubject of an engineering study commissioned by Echo Bay.
Tha results of this etudy clearly ehowed shuttle ferry service
acroee Bernars Bay to be substantially less expensive than the
(and more reliable) than tha Comet Port proposal. So the point
regarding cost and takings ie moot in any regards.

The DEIS etates that joint facilities would require a “complex”
business arrangement. Alaska Statue law, under ASS 09.55.240 (5)
grants mining companiee the power of eminent domain for among
other things the right of access. The Kensington Venture cannot
be held hoetage, ae they could condemn for access through the Jualin
property up Johneon Creek, hardly a complex businees arrangement.

There ia certainly a competitive advantage for a company to be
the first to have an approved plan in an araa. We believe if the
current Kensington DEIS becomes an approved plan, when we
or our lessore legitimately attempt to gain approval for the
Jualin Project, it may force us into a business arrangement
greatly to our dieadvantage to reduce cumulative effects. We ask
simply for a level playing field. Ara we to be puniehed because
we were not the firet to cry wolf? The Foreat Service should
prefrom a reaaon ble review of joint facilities to reduce

{
potentia~umul tive impact to the Bernere Bay Mining Dietrict.

~
Hyak Mining Company, Inc.



Transportation for Mineral Development
in the Berners Bay Mining District

By Hyak Mining Company,
September, 1991

While no comDanv haa announced economic reservers for

Inc.

commerical
production i; tie Bernera Bay District, it appears likely two or
more deposits will see production in the coming years, the
Kensington and the Jualin.

Developer of the Kensington Project have proposed a port on
Lynn Canal at Comet to supply the Kensington. Hyak has
identified major problems with this approach, and have proposed a
transportation alternative utilizing a shuttle ferry acrosa
Bernere Bay.

The ferry would connect to a port at Slate Cove and use the
exieting road to the area of the Jualin exploration camp. To
access the Kensington, a five or six thousand foot tunnel would
be driven through the divide to an area just above the proposed
Kensington Mill.

Slate Cove wae the historic access to the mines along Johnson
Creek. A dock existed in Slate Cove for over forty years from
the 1890’s to the 1930’s. Since 1988 this location has been used
for a small loading ramp for tha Jualin project.

Reference the report by Peratrovitch/Nottingham & Drage (PN&D),
Transportation Alternatives for the Kansinqton Mine, a port
facility at Slate Cove is less expensive, more reliable,
eliminate the need for the use of helicopters and the need for a
camp at the Kensington Mine. It would serve as the only
traneportation link required for the entire Berners Bay Mining
District.

Quoting from the PN&D report (again commissioned by Echo Bay):

Comet Beach

(
“This location is exposed to the severe wave climate in Lynn
Canal. While Point Sherman offera a degree of protection from
the Southeaet, northerly storme are unimpeded. An analysis of
wave data collected by the US Coast Guard at Eldred Rock, six
miles north of the cite, indicatee significant wave heights in
Lynn Canal in excess of 20 feet from the north and 15 feet from

115.4

Thank you for the information.



.—_
The report by Peratrovitch/Nottingham & Drage
states a port at Slate Cove would have much
greatar reliability in accessing the Kensington
Project. During operation, the Kensington Mine
will require some eight thousand tons of chemicals
par year, not including fuel, It is critical
to have this huge volume off-loaded at the most
reliable possible port location, to eliminate
any possibility of a major chemical or fuel spill
occurring.

If the Comet Port is selected, timing for euppling
the matarials needed for winter operations at
Kensington will require barge traffic transport
during the height of the fishing season in Lynn
Canal, August and September. ,

—.. —.

115.4



the southeast. Wave heights at Comet Beach in excess of 14 feet
ere therefore likelv under desian storm conditions. The beach is
obviously a high an~rgy environ~ent as evidenced by the makeup of
the beach; large cobbles and boulders and wave deposited debris
located above high tide line in the wooda.”

What does this report say about Slata Cove:. —

“Slate Creek Cove ia protected from the wave climate in Lynn
Canal. The location is totally protected from the north but is
exposed to a 5 mile fetch across Berners Bay from the southeast.
The significant wave height estimated in Slate Creek Cove is 5
feet for a 25 year storm.

....The reliability of this alternative for passenger transport
would be high. Although no measured data is available in this
area, preliminary assessments of the wave environment indicate it
would naver be severe enough to disrupt shuttle service across
Berners Bay.

& Feaaibilitv/Coat

The report by Peratrovitch/Nottingham & Drage statea a port at
Slate Cove would have much greater reliability in accessing the
Kensington Project. During operation, the Kensington Mine will
require some eight thousand tons of chemicals per year, not
including fuel, It is critical to have this huge volume off-
loaded at the most reliable possible port location, to eliminate
any posaiblity of

If the Comet Port
needed for winter
traffic transport
Canal, August and

Besides materials

a major chemical or fuel spill occurring.

is selected, timing for suppling the materials
operations at Kensington will require barge
during the height of the fishing season in Lynn
September.

and fuel, personnel must be transported to the
mine. Echo Bay has proposed-the use of helicopters-to move
workars to the mine. This is certainly feasible, but it is
costly compared to a shuttle ferry, and noise will be an
environmental factor with the helicopter optian.

Echo Bay’s helicopter option will still require on-site housing for
their mine work force. This increaees environmental impact in
the mine area, as essentially a new city must be constructed and
operated. Referance the above PN&D report, the helicopter option
is substantially more costly than a daily commute by shuttle
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ferry (the PN&D report gives the additional cost at $8 million),

‘Quoting from PNfiD report, “Figure 9 summarize the net present
worth of the five alternatives under consideration. On the basis
of economic criteria, Alternative 5 (daily shuttle ferry between
Echo Cove and Slate Creek Cove) is clearly superior at any
discount rate considered.

Echo Bay states that onsite housing is requirad because their
workers would have to travel longer than the Greens Creek Mine
workers. The Slate Creek/Johnson Creek option allows the daily
commute option without excessive travel time, at least for
workers living in the northern area of the Juneau Road system.
The PNE+D report states the daily commute from Echo Cove would be
Iabout two hours round-trip.
I
Greens Creek requires a 15 mile boat trip, and 14 miles by
,road to the mine. The boat ride is subject to weather problems
as it traverses Stephens Passage. The Slate Lakes/Johnson Creek
option would entail a 6 mile boat trip, and 7 milas by road to
the Kensington Mine from Slate Creek Cove. The boat trip across
Berners Bay would have relatively minor weather conditions.

‘B. Safety

Helicopter travel is a relatively safe and reliable means of
transportation. However, helicopters ~ affected by weather
conditions. While the summer months seldom present problems,
winter travel up Lynn Canal will encountar high winds and
marginal visibility.

The PN&D report rates the reliability of helicopter travel at low
to fair, with approximately twenty days per year that helicopt=
travel is totally prevented by weathar conditions.

A critically injured worker could be left stranded at the
minesite, should weather prevent helicopter transport to the
Juneau hospital. The Slate Cove ferry option is an all-weather
transport link, an injurad worker would never be more than a few
hours away form a hospital.



SUMMARY COMPARISON

By Hyak Mining Company, Inc.

Comet Port & Helicopter Facility ~ Berners Bay Shuttle Ferry
!3Existing Road, Tunnel

I Bernera Bay
Item Comet Port Shuttle Ferry

Reliability Low High
of Transportation

Camp Required Yes No

Facilities No Yes
Shared

215.4:;;i;:::;ed Yes No

D Affect on High Minor
L Gillnet

m Fishing

Visibility from High Low
Lynn Canal

Infrastructure Mejor None
Required for
Future Mineral
Development

*Comparable
cost

$21.6 Million $14.0 Million

●Cost comparisons from the PNGD Raport. The cost of a 5,000
foot tunnel required is considered equal to 8.5 miles of road
eliminated for purposes of this report.
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Ailk—CITY/BOROUGH OF IUNEAU

~ AIASKAS CAPITAI. CITY

26.

!%(

September 3, 1991
#.JN:Au

File No. : 8565 RAl{~ER t)lslfll~

Kenneth E. Mitchell, District Ranger J26 ; ,-4’91

Juneau Ranger District
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

SUBJECT: Kensington Gold Project DEIS

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

DIST~?lCTflANGlitl ~!&.
t)EIWTY RANGER..__ ._
7LM /--- ..-_.
REC —-.— .
F&W
EM

—...

Vls
.-

—
The City and Borough of Juneau (CBJ) has reviewed the Kensington
Gold Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), The
DEIS and the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) are to
be considered by the Planning Commission as part the Kensington
large mine permit application to the CBJ. Therefore, we are very
interested to aee that the FEIS is as complete and accurate as
possible. We therefore suggest below a number of corrections or
additions to the DEIS which will, in our estimation, improve the
overall quality of the final product and help insure fully-
informed and well-considered decisions.

‘As you are no doubt aware, the CBJ is reviewing two large mine
permit applications simultaneously. The proposed AJ Mine and the
proposed Kensington Mine together are, at the very least,
‘reasonably foreseeable actionst$ which may have collectively
significant impacts to the CBS. We believe that the brief
analysis of the cumulative socioeconomic effects of these
projects should be significantly expanded in the FEIS. Aa part
of this expansion, the socioeconomic effects of both population
scenarios as presented in Chapter 3 of the DEIS should be carried
forward to the cumulative impact analysis. Socioeconomic impacts
may be far different if the mines are imposed on a growing rather
that a falling economy.

‘We further encourage the Forest Service to consider the
cumulative effects of reopening the Treadwell Mine in addition to
the AJ. We realize, of course, that Treadwell is not a proposed
action at this time. Nevertheless, the proximity of the
Treadwell Mine to the Juneau urban center makes it a likely
candidate for inclusion in the Kensington cumulative impact
analysis.
/
We certainly appreciate the fact that it is rarely possible to

116.1
Additional analysis has been done to assess the’ cumulative effects of
developing andoperating both the Kensington and AJ mines. High and low
baseline scenarios have been considered. Both scenarios project a population
increase of about 3,000 persona within the first two to three years of the mine’s
development. Themajor difference iswhether ornotthe population level will
be sustained; projections for the latter years indicate that either a short-term
boom orsteady andsustained growth maybe realized, Given that the price
and production Ievel of oil (independent variables in the population
projections) has stabilized, the disparity between high and low scenarios
should moderate. Amorerealistic forecast for planning purposes would
approximate this middle ground.

116.2
The Forest Service does notconsider thereopening of the Treadwell Mine to
beareasonably foreseeable action asdefined under NEPA. Weknow of no
serious proposals that support this hypothesis.

ISS South Seward Street, Juneau, Alaska !J!1801 /
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have all the answers to all the questions concerning the impacts
of a project. However, at this time there is a significant
amount of research being undertaken in connection with the
proposed AJ mine. Some of this information may well be
applicable to the Kensington EIS analyeis, particularly with
respect to the CBJ. We suggest that the Foreat Service carefully
review the AJ information which becomes available during your
timeframe for responding to DEIS comments. We are available to
facilitate an information exchange if this would be helpful.

During the Juneau and the Hainea public hearinga on the
Kensington DEIS, there waa a considerable amount of testimony
asking for additional waatewater treatment. We believe the FEIS
must address this issue. Additionally, due to public concerns
raiaed in the review proceaa, we believe that the DEIS diacuasion
of the impoundment structure should be consolidated and expanded.

As a final general suggestion, we stiggest that the discussion of
the Forest Service preferred alternative be expanded in the FEIS.
During the public hearinga, we heard a number of compelling
arguments in favor of the applicants proposal with respect to
the location of the generators and the grinding operation. In
order to make an informed evaluation of these optionar we believe
it would be helpful to summarize and display the information
which was used to develop the preferred alternative. The trade-
offa involved between energy efficiency and noise reduction
should be specifically addresaed.

Pege specific comments are attached to this letter. We hope that
the information we are providing herein will asaist the Forest
Service in developing a Final Environmental Impact Statement
which will provide the best possible information and analysis
upon which to base subsequent decisions as to whether, or under
what conditions, the Kensington mine should be opened.

Sincerely,

116,3

The Forest Service requested and received the following information from CBJ:

1, New baseline studies.
2. CBJ work on capital and operating costs associated with incremental

increasesin population.
3, The CBJ development outlook for the next fewyears and the population

projections it is based upon.

4, Proposed requirements to mitigate the adverse effects of an unexpected
shutdown of the Kensington mine.

Other sources of new and revised forecasts and analysis pertaining to the
Kensington and AJ mine proposals are being pursued.

116.4
The tailings dam and impoundment discussion in the FEIS has been

expanded.

116.5
The FEIS, in Chapter 4 contains additional analysis of underground grinding
and noise impacts from the generators, The Record of Decision will contain
the reasoning behind selection of the preferred alternative.

Murray R. &leh, Director
Community Development
(907) 586-5235
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CITY AND BOROUGH OF JUNEAU
REVIEW OF KENsINGTON GOLD PROJECT

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Page S - 8, AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, Socioeconomic, City and Borough
of Juneau

The statement, ItThe 19g0 census found 26,696 peoPle. ..“ should

read, uThe 19913 Federal census. ..” followed by a statement
reading,‘tThe1990 State of Alaska M!V.3W3 sharing Pro9ram
population determination for Juneau found 28,881 people in
Juneau.” This population determination should be used as
reference in other parts of the DEIS.

Page 2 - 8, PROJECT COMPONENTS, Destruction of Cyanide

The Alkaline chlorination process may result in residusl chlorine
concentrations in the mill waste stream. The DEIS does not
address the potential need for dechlorination of the mill waste
stream. If the waste stream contains detectable concentrations
of chlorine, it is appropriate that dechlorination, perhaps
through the use of sulfur dioxide, be required.

Page 2 - 16, PROJECT COMPONENTS, Fuel Use and Storage

The DEIS indicatea that the fuel storage tank area would be
bermed and any runoff from the tack area would be collected in
lined bermed embankments. Collected water would be checked for
oil and treated, if necessary. We believe that this method would
be problematic and subject to failure. It will be necessary to
have all runoff from the lined bermed areas treated using an
oil/water separator.

Page 2 - 17, PROJECT COMPONENTS, Hazardous Materials Handling and
Storage

A detailed contingency plan for spill prevention and response
must be prepared and the project should have sufficient
materials, equipment and trained personnel on site to properly
combat a spill of an appropriately predicable magnitude. These
preparations should be discussed in the appropriate level of
detail in the DEIS.

bage 2 - 29, HOUSING AND TRANSPORTATION, Air Transport

The DEIS states that the applicant withdrew its proposal for an
airstrip based on overall reliability, associated safety
instrumentation which would be required and the costs of

116.6

Thestatement has been rewritten as follows: The 1990 population estimates
for Juneau range from 26,696 persons, as reported by the federal census, to
28,881 persons, asdetermined bythe State' srevenue sharing program.

116.7
Please see response no. 93.53.

116.8
Comment noted.

116.9
Fuel handling and storage plans are required to conform with EPA regulations
(40 CFR Part 112) and ADEC regulations (Alaska Oil Pollution Control Law and
the Alaska Oil and Hazardous Substances Releases Law). The DEISin
Appendix A,PartE (Applicants Proposal ,Spill Prevention Control Plan)
discusses conceptual fuel storage and controls proposed by the Kensington
Venture. An SPCCPlan will redeveloped asrequired by Section 311 of the
Clean Water Act

116.10
The Kensington Venture, at one time, proposed fixed wing aircraft as the
principal means of site access. The fixed wing proposal has been withdrawn
in favor of helicopters. Because of theearlierfixecf wing proposal, the Forest
Service initiated study of the impacts associated with locating an airstrip at the
site. It quickly became obvious that an airstrip would greatly magnify the
terrestrial impacts of the project, Thescoping process did not identify issues
resulting in need to study fixed wing transportation. Thus, the information you

are requesting wasnotneeded for the NEPA process and has not been
gathered by the Forest Service.
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maintaining an airstrip. We would like to see additional
information presented on the relative safety records of planes
vs. helicopters used in this type of service.

Page 2 - 29, HOUSING AND TRANSPORTATION, Daily Commute

The DEIS variously describes the commute by ferry from Auke Bay
to Comet Beach as one hour or a two hour trip.

Page 2 - 41, NANAGEt4Et4T, MITIGATION AND MONITORING, Project
Administration

The statement, ItFollowing is a typical sequence of events after

issuance of the ROD.” does not include the role of the City and
Borough of Juneau as a permitting agency. The CBJ Mining
Ordinance requires the Applicant to submit and negotiate
mitigation, monitoring and reclamation agreements. This shall be
done prior to the issuance of a CB(i Large Mine Permit. The DEIS
should acknowledge the role of CBJ in this area.

Page 2 - 43, MITIGATION AND MONITORING, Socioeconomic Meaeures

The DEIS lists as a mitigation measure encouraging employees to
locate in designated growth/9ervice areas. What is a “designated
growth/service area”?

.

Page 2 - 44, MITIGATION AND MONITORING, Reclamation

Regarding reclamation activities, we suggest that embankment
erosion control and maintenance be included.

Page 2 - 46, MITIGATION AND MONITORING, Interim Shutdown Measures

We suggest this is another opportunity to coordinate with the
Provisions of the CBJ Minina ordinance. This ordinance requires
that operatore must notify {he CBJ not less than
requesting placement on inactive status.

Page 2 - 47, MITIGATION AND MONITORING, Employee

The helicopter flight path should be examined to
impacts to CBJ residents aa well as the mountain
eagles.

60 days p~ior to

Camp

avoid noise
goats and

116.11
The commute would be expected to take slightly more than two hours under
ideal conditions. Under severe weather conditionsit would take longer. This
haabeen clarifiedin the FEIS,

116.12
Thediscussion yourefer todescribes Forest Service procedures only, Many
other agencies, the CBJincluded, will require additional documentation in
order toissue permits under their jurisdiction. Chapter 1 of the FEIS describes
the permitting roles ofother agencies,

116.13
This statement has been removed from the FEIS. Unless the company is
willing to provide special housing, subsidize construction, or provide incentives
for employees to locate in other communities, the availability of housing will
dictate where employees will reside.

116.14
Comment noted. Chapter 20fthe FEIShas been revised to include these
points.

116.15
The Forest Service appreciates CBJ’S cooperation during the environmental
analysis phase and Iooksforward tocontinued cooperation during permitting
and project construction and operation,

116.16
The FEIS includes additional discussion of helicopter noise vis-a-vis route and
populated areas.

,4
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Page 2 - 48, IDENTIFICATION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The USFS suggests several features which differ from the
applicant’s proposal. At the public hearings we heard cogent
argumenta presented in favor of the applicant proposal for
aboveground grinding and the location of the generators. We
encourage the Forest Service to revisit these issues, and display
the comparative data.

The Forest Service has recommended changes to the applicant’s
proposal largely to address noise concerns. We would note that
in a recent Planning Commission trip to several operating mine
sites, it was learned that processing noise in modern plants is
largely confined to the immediate area. The most intrusive noise
source was identified as the OSHA-required backup beepers.
.

Page 2 - 49, COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES, Table 2-4

We suggest that information about the embankment dimension and
the length of stream diversions be added to this table.

Page 2 - 50, COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES, Table 2 - 5

The table states that the socioeconomic impacts of alternative
!!Cl!are the Same as for alternative IIBIIO We believe that the
impacts of ‘C*l could be very different than that of 88B41.
Alternative ‘C!! with its daily commute would encourage most if
not all of the mine workers to reside in Juneau, whereas longer
shifts might encourage a more dispersed workforce. The reeidence
of miners has many important ramifications including revenues to
the CBJ from residential property tax and sales tax. These
factore should be noted in the FEIS.

Page 2 - 50, COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES, Table 2-5

The subject of the mixing zone should be incorporated into the
comparison of impacts to fieheries and water quality.

Page 3 - 53, CULTURAL RESOURCES, Known Cultural Resources in the
Project Arear Historic Sites

The DEIS .qtates, **Through proposed project and Forest service
examination, much historic material, mostly now in states of
,disrepair, has been recorded.” The documented historic material
should be evaluated as to its significance and possibly
transferred to an appropriate artifact repository euch as the

116.17

Comment noted.

116.16

The FEIS incorporates your suggestions,

116.19
Thetable entry for Alternative Chaabeen changed to read: “Restrictsmine
employees to Juneau residence.”

116.20

The conclusion of the EIS is that the mixing zone will have no measurable
effect on fisheries, therefore there are no impacts to compare,

116.21

All known cultural resources on the site have been evaluated for significance
andnone aredeemed eligible forlisting under the National Register of Historic
Places, Anyadditional resources that might rediscovered would be similarly
evaluated. Disposition of significant resources would beunder a plan
developed by the Forest Service andreviewed by the State Historic
Preservation Officer andthe Advisory Council on Hiatoric Preservation, This
process allows forinput by interested parties. Documentation and recovery of
artifacts forstorage at the Juneau/Doug(as museum, along with other options,
would be evaluated at that time.
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Juneau-Douglas City Museum,

Page 3 - 57, SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT, Population

Juneau’s population - 28,881
.

Page 3 - 66, SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT, Water Supply

The sygtem demand figures are out of date. In 1990, the average
demend was 4.1 MGD. The maximum demand recorded that year was in
February - 8.8 MGD. We suggest contacting the CBJ Water
Division, (789-6888).

Page 3 - 66, SOLID WASTE, Ownership of Landfill

The landfill/incinerator facility is owned by Channel Landfill,
Inc. (not Channel Corporation). An affiliate company, Channel
Sanitation Corporation, provides the waste collection service.
Channel Equipment Rental Incorporated, also an affiliate company,
rents heavy equipment. Collectively, the companies are known ae
Channel Corporations.

Page 3 - 66, SOLID WASTE, Capacity

During the summer months the amount of waate collected frequently
exceeds the capacity of the incinerators. Excess waste is
landfilled.

Page 3 - 66, SOLID WASTE, Third Incinerator

The information presented in the DEIS implies that Channel
Landfill, Inc. is actively investigating financing optione for a
third incinerator. Thie information is dated. Although Channel
remains interested in installing a third incinerator, it is our
understanding that no new financing options are being examined
and those options previously examined have not yet yielded
satisfactory resulte. We recommend that Jerry Wileon, President
of Channel Corporation, (780-4288) be contacted for the most
current information,

Page 3 - 66, SOLID WASTE, Recycling/Scrap Dealers

A more extensive discussion of the current recycling programs is
warranted. A community recycling directory is attached,

116.22
We recognize the difference of opinion and have provided projections using
both estimates.

116.23
The FEIS reflects the updated information.

116.24
Comment noted and corrections are incorporated in the FEIS.

116.25
Thank you for the clarifying information.

116.26
The Channel Corporation has been contacted and the status of funding for the

third incinerator has been clarified in the FEIS.

116.27
Thank you for the information,

‘,
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Page 3 - 66, SOLID WASTE, Waste Oil

Again, the information presented in the report appears to be
outdated. We recommend the Ernie Polley of Chatham Materials and
Services (CMS) (586-1437) be contacted for current information on
waste oil collection. CMS is the local company currently
operating waste oil collection services in Juneau. According to
Mr. Polley, annual waste oil collection in Juneau (not including
the cruise ships) amounts to approximately 7-,000 gallons.
Historically, local asphalt batch plants have burned up to 40,000
gallons of the waste oil annually. At this time, the amount of
waste oil collected exceeds consumption by 10CS1S and users.

Page 3 - 66, SOLID WASTE, Solid Waste Management Plan

The DEIS should provide an overview of the City and Borough’s
solid waste management planning efforts.

Solid waste management planning in Juneau ia in a state of flux.
The Channel Landfill is up for sale. The City and Borough is 116.28

currently examining whether it should purchase the landfill. Recontacted Mr. Polleyper your suggestion. Hisupdated information is
That issue is the focus of phase I of the City and Borough’s included inthe FEIS.
solid waste management planning process, currently underway. A
draft report, prepared by R.W. Beck, is available for review by
the preparers of the DEIS. 118.29

Comment noted.

Page 4 - ?, Environmental Consequences
116.30

We are not sure where this comment IIbelongs, “ but it is important We have forwarded your comment to the Kensington Venture.
to state that this project, while within the City and Borough of
Juneau, is in an area that is not protected with fire protection. ,1631

The project must still comply with the Uniform Building Code and The term hoteling refers to an engine operating mode based on the
the Uniform Fire Code and will be inspected by the CBJ Fire
Inspector. Additionally Emergency Medical Services are areawide

percentage of maximum power and isdefined as lOtoll percent ofavailable

and Firefighter/Medic 1 personnel will respond.
power (EPA, 1985). Thehoteling mode istypically used while ships are
docked for a short period of time, and minimal power is needed to run lights,

Regarding hazardous material response, there needs to be a clear communications, and ventilation equipment. During these times the ship
understanding at this time that the City and Borough of Juneau is serves as ahotel for passengers and crew, hence the term. Seealso EPA
not prepared above the Hazardous Material First Responder level
should an event occur. Kensington Gold Project needs to be (1985c).

prepared to handle releases and spills without the assistance of
the CBJ Fire Department.

Page 4 - 1, AIR QUALITY, Effects Common to All Alternatives

The DEIS refers to ~’hoteling’tmodes. Please explain.
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Page 4 - 13, SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY, Sedimentation

Depending on the weather, desiccating winds will dry the exposed
tailings end blow clouds of dust over the countryside, or heavy
rain will scour the flats, resuspending the fine tailings and
adding to the sediment load of the pond discharge. Wind-driven
currents and wave action in shallow pond water would do the same.

Surface runoff from the project site can be a significant eource
of suspended sediment. Disturbance of the vegetated surface in
Southeast Alaska can result in significant sediment load to
receiving waters, especially during periods of high rainfall.
The DEIS does discuss runoff management in general, particularly
in the construction phase. It is important that all site runoff
be collected and treated before discharge. Simple settling ponds
may not be sufficient to meet effluent limitations for suspended
sediment. It may be necessary to add chemical flocullants to aid
settling. A detailed site runoff water control plan should be
prepared and approved before project construction begins. The
plan would provide, at the appropriate level of detail, for the
collection, treatment and disposal of all runoff water from the
project site,

Page 4 - 14, SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY, Sewage Disposal

The DEIS indicatea , “The domestic waste stream from the facility
would be expected to have similar characteristics to standard
high strength domestic wastes. Experience on the Arctic Slope
and the Alyeska pipeline indicatea that this waste may have
biochemical oxygen demand and suspended solids concentrations an
order of magnitude greater than municipal sewage. Waste of this
strength may be very difficult to treat in a typical package
treatment plant. In addition, the nutrient loading of the
tailings pond from the discharge of treated domestic wastewater
may result in increaaed growth of algae, complicating the
chemical dynamics of the tailinga pond.

Page 4 - 14, SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY, Pond Effluent
Characteristics

The DEIS notes the possibility of additional treatment to reduce
cyanide levels in the pond if necessary to meet NPDES
requirements. The subject of additional treatment was heard
repeatedly at the Hearings. We urge the Forest Service to
discuss in greater detail this possibility - what would this
entail in terms of cost, facilities, chemicals, etc.

116.32

Asurface water drainage control plan will beincorporaied aspafl of the Plan
of Operations by the Kensington Venture to resubmitted to the Forest Service
forreview andapproval prior to project construction, This plan will be
reviewed each year toreflect arealdisturbances associated with the project.

Rainfall in the area exceeds 80 inches annually, which limits the dust potential,
The expected level of compaction over the tailings beach will also allow the
use of water sprays, if necessary,

Recently adopted EPA Stormwater Permit Regulations will also apply to the
project. Astormwater pollution plan will berequired and must address:

1)
2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

persons responsible for implementing the plan;
inventory of materials handled atthe facility and an assessment of their
potential to contribute pollutants to stormwater;
a preventive maintenance program;
spill prevention and response procedures;
storm water management measures;
sediment anderosion prevention plans; and
employee training and facilities inspection plans.

116.33
The waste strength of the domestic wastewater would be expected tobeof
nominally high strength in terms of BODand suspended solids. Since the
system will be new and construction is anticipated to be of a high quality,
dilution by inflow and infiltration, characteristic of older wastewater system, will
not occur. However, thewastewater would nothave commercial or industrial
components, which, for many municipal wastewater systems, contribute
significantly to the total loading to the treatment plant. Thedesign of the
domestio facilities will be completed by an engineer familiar with the problems
associated with isolated facility or construction camp type situations, sized for
the maximum expected loading and submitted to the Forest Service and
ADEC for approval prior to construction.

As presently proposed, treated domestic wastewater would bypass the tailings
pond and reintroduced directly into the discharge outfall line.

116.34
Please see response no. 93413.
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Page 4 - 14, SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY, Effluent Character

Reduction of cvanide concentrations bevond that achieved

Sties

n the
alkaline chlorination process ia depen~ent upon dilution with
other wastewater streams and exposure to oxygen and sunlight in
the tailings pond. Thi9 degradation is sensitive to the
concentration of dissolved oxygen in the tailings pond, if the
pond contains a high concentration of organic matter, dissolved
oxygen may be low, resulting in a slowed rate of cyanide
reduction. As cyanide is a major reagent used in the gold
beneficiation process, it is of particular importance to
maintaining water quality.

Although the mill wastewater stream will be treated to remove
cyanide, reduction of other pollutant concentrations,
particularly trace metals, is dependent upon dilution and natural
processes. The DEIS forecasts that trace metals will form
insoluble compounds which will precipitate out in the tailings
pond sediments. How effective these natural. processes are will
not be known until sometime after the project begins. It may be
necessary to provide supplemental treatment of the mill waste
stream if unacceptably high concentrations of pollutants remain.

Page 4 - 18, SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY, Site Development

It is not clear how the Ophir Creek and Sherman Creek diversion
ditches will handle: 1) stream sediment from either the main
streams or hillside flows and; 2) heavy winter snowfalls and side
channel glaciation.

Page 4 - 18, SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY, Tailings Disposal (“B$~)

It appeara that all the surface water runoff from the Ophir Creek
side of the project will be intercepted by a ditch and routed
past the tailings pond. The surface flow in Sherman Creek will
be captured at a point above the mill site and put in a pipe
which will carry it past the tailings pond on the south side.

This leaves about one square mile of uncontrolled drainage area
that will send runoff directly into the tailings pond. during
storms, the amount of runoff water reaching the pond from this
uncontrolled drainage area could overwhelm the pond effluent
discharge pipeline. At the very least such an event would
resuspend large volumes of fine tailings that had settled in the
pond. A heavy sediment concentration in the pond effluent would
result.

116.35

Please see responses no. 86.4and 93.13.

116.36

Both diversions include a quiescent area for deposition and solids settling.
These areas would be accessible, allowing for maintenance and solids
removal. Heavy winter snowfalls arenotexpected toatiect theintegrity of the
diversion.

116.37
The total undiverted catchment area, including the tailings impoundment, is
360acres or0.56 square miles. Theimpoundment area where tailings would
bestored is approximately 175 acres. Therefore, of thecatchment area
providing undiverted runoff totheimpoundment, approximately 185 acres or
0.29square miles would reassociated with upland watershed drainage. This
runoff entering the pond would be generated from a watershed with
predominantly undisturbed vegetation cover thereby generating minimal
suspended sediments. The runoff would be routed to the impoundment area
through controlled drainage conveyance systems minimizing both sediment
oontributionto the impoundment and resuspensionof fine tailings.

Surface run-off above the Sherman Creek diversion pipe would be collected at
500 foot intervals along thelength of the diversion. Thecollection inlets are
provided adjacent to the new access road and collect run-off from a shoulder
ditch parallel tothe access road. Assuch, there would beminimal increase in
surface run-off to the impoundment area from this portion of the watershed.
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Page 4 - 22, GROUND WATER HYDROLOGY, Mine Water

14ine drainage water is another potential source of pollutants,
Both the DEIS and the draft NPOES permit Fact Sheet indicate that
mine drainage water (estimated at 700,000 gpd in the DEIS and
1,440,000 gpd in the NPDES permit) would be routed to a “sediment
pond” . The mine drainage water would than be used in the mill
(referred to aa “recycling” in both documents) and/or treated and
discharged through the marine outfall. There is no detail
provided on the treatment process proposed for mine drainage in
either document, other than the sediment pond, where presumably
mechanical settling will take place. If, indeed, other treatment
may be used for the mine drainage water it is important that it
be described in detail.

Page 4 - 26, AQUATIC RESOURCES-14ARINE, Marine Discharges

The performance of the mixing zone is going to depend on the rate
at which fresh water tailings pond effluent is introduced into
the zone. Unless some provision is made for impounding storm
water of snow melt and releasing the impoundment at a steady
rate, the effluent discharge rate in the mixing zone would vary
by an order of magnitude. This is a normal occurrence in natural
drainage areaa in Southeast; and it should be expected to occur
in the discharge from the Kensington tailings pond, given the one
square-mile unregulated drainage area feeding it. Even with some
throttling due to constrictions in the pond effluent pipeline
system, large flood flowa, especially flood flows of high
turbidity, could overwhelm the mixing zone.

The approach used in establishing the design criteria for the
proposed mixing zone appears reasonably conservative. However
neither the DEIS not the draft NFDEA permit and ita Fact Sheet
describe in detail the physical dimensions and location of the
mixing zone. At the point a final permit decision is made, the
mixing zone must be specified.

The exact dimensions of the mixing zone are important to deciding
whether a mixing zone is appropriate, The boundaries of the
mixing zone may intrude into sensitive areas, areas where other
uses are of importance, or to the photic zone. It iS difficult
to comment on the impact of removing the volume of the mixing
zone from purview of the Water Quality Standards without more
detail,

Page 4 - 30, AQUATIC RESOURCES, Impacts of Heavy Metela

Pleaae explain nin the pipe!! standards. Is this the same ag

116.38

Mine drainage water quality has been monitored during the past 3 years and
thequality is well known. Mine water would bepiped toa large sediment
pond which overflows to the tailings impoundment area. There itwould mix
with process water settled out from the plant tailings and returned (recycled)to

theplant, as required. If flocculants arerequired inorder to meet effluent
Iimitations or water quality standards, they would be used as required. The
discussion of water treatment in Chapter 4 of the FEIS includes mine water in
the water balance.

116.39

Theavailable freeboard inthetailings pond ranges from 3Oto 12 feet,
depending on the operating year,

Both deep water and shallow water diffuser locations are displayed in FEIS

Chapter 4.

116.40

In-the-pipe (or end of pipe) standards are not the same aspre-mixing. ln4he-

pipe standards refers to the maximum allowed concentrations of substances
that can be discharged from an outfall pipe.

Pre.mixing refers toaprocess whereby water from thereceiving water body, in
this case Lynn Canal, would be pumped to some sort of a shore-based facility
(or at least to within the outfall pipeline itself) where the effluent and marine
waters would be mixed prior todischarge tothereceiving water body, This
would remove the need for a mixing zone in the receiving waters.
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116.43

“pre-mixingw as has been suggested by some as possible
alternative to the mixing zone? Is pre-mixing a viable
alternative?

Page 4 - 57, CULTURAL RESOURCES, Summary

The DEIS states, l!It i.gunlikely that any adverse effeCtS would
occur to cultural resources.!t Section 106 of the Federal
Historic Preservation Act requires inventory of cultural
resources prior to certain development actions on all Forest
Service land. Review by the local Historic District Advisory
Committee is required on all lands within the City and Borough of
auneau and mitigation may be required as part of the process.
This process is not outlined or addressed in the DEIS.

Page 4 - 58, VISUAL RESOURCES, Effects Common To All Action
Alternatives, Marine Terminal

The DEIS should consider the possibility of providing a
landscaped visual buffer strip along the waterfront to visually
screen the marine terminal ,structures within the viewshed from
Lynn Canal.

Page 4 - 58, VISUAL RESOURCES, Effects Common To All Action
Alternatives, Main Facility

The DEIS should consider the visual effects of lighting from the
facility as seen from Lynn Canal. The area lighting goals should
be to provide adequate lighting for safety yet kept to a minimal
to reduce the visual impacts.

‘Pages 4 - 59, VISUAL RESOURCES, Effects Of Alternative B, C, D

The DEIS should evaluate the placement of topsoil on the
impoundment structure and the tailings so that vegetation will
grow to help mitigate the visual impacts. Investigation should
look at the possibility of providing an undulating top of the
impoundment structure which would be more reflective of the
natural landforms rather than a straight level landform.

‘Page 4 - 61, VISUAL RESOURCES, Effects Of Alternative E

The DEIS should evaluate the placement of topsoil on the
dewatered tailin~s impoundments so that vegetation will grow to
help mitigate the visual impacts. Investigation should look at

116.41 ~
It is unlikely that adverse effects to significant cultural resources would occur
because none areknown toexiston the site. The FEISdisplays the local s

Historic Advisory Committee review process (see Chapter 2). ~

116.42
Aspartof themitigation measuresin FEISChapter 2,all structures near
Comet Beach will be screened with natural vegetation to the extent possible. 1-
116.43
Aspartof themitigation measuresin FEISChapter 2,exterior lighting will be F
directed inward to reduce glare and visual impacts. The FEIS includes
additional discussion of the visual effects of the project at night. $

116.44
Detailed plant successional studies conducted on various mine, Iogging, and
landslide areas in southeastern Alaska document the fact that existing organic
soils are a very poor medium for promoting plant establishment and that the
best soil materials are bare mineral soils. Reclamation suitability analysis of
thesoils inthe Kensington area supports this finding. Before final
recommendations can be made regarding the need and amounts of topsoil
necessary tomitigate visual andvegetation disturbances to the site, detailed
site-specific studies must recompleted as described in the DEIS (Appendix A,
page C2),

An undulation top to the embankment would not be practical as it would affect

I

<

the ability to predict and control the flow of water out of the spillway of the ~
reclaimed structure. This could, in turn, affect the integrity of the structure.
Structural integrity supersedes all other considerations for reclamation. ~

Screening the structure with indigenous vegetation would provide the best
opportunity to minimize visual impacts while meeting the need to maintain
structural integrity,

116.45
Your comments are appreciated. The FEISreflects your input,

lb
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the possibility of providing an undulating dewetered tailings
impoundment which would be more reflective of the natural
landforms rather than a straight level landform.

?age 4 - 63, SOCIOECONOMIC, Population Related Effects

Ne are pleased to see alternative population scenarios presented
in the DEIS, and encourage the Forest Service to keep this
Eeature in the FEIS.

Page 4 - 64, SOCIOECONOMIC, Effecte Common to all Alternatives

kgain, we believe that the impacts of alternative ~lC1’and the
!lailywork shift could vary considerably from thoee of “B” and a
14 day on/14 day off schedule.

Page 4 - 64, SOCIOECONOMIC EFFECTS, CBJ

We highly recommend that the DEIS include an evaluation of the
effects of the population growth associated with the Kensington
project on the recreational resources and services of the CBJ.
The DEIS does not address the impacts of population growth on
existing recreational facilities and programs provided by the
CBIJ. As an example of an area of potential impact, existing use
of school facilities during non school hours has risen
dramatically over the laet two years. In FY89 school facilities
were used a total of 20,000 hours while in FY91 usage hours
increased to over 47,000 hours. Available time for all user
groups for exieting recreational and school facilities is
currently limited if not non-existent.

Page 4 - 66, SOCIOECONOMIC, Housing Effects

As the Forest Service announced at the Juneau hearing , the total
number of housing units needed is overestimated in the DEIS, and
the correct figure ia approximately 465, not 827. We encourage
the Foreat Service to revisit this section as the figure
presented here do not match up with those in the cumulative
section.

There will not be a supply of underutilized housing available to
accommodate increased mining employment due to the Kensington.
The reaponae of the housing market is important to determining
the impact of the mine, There are conflicting opinions on the
likelihood of the market supplying affordable housing. The DEIS
should discuss the relevant arguments and assumptions.

116.46
The alternative scenarios have been retained in the FEIS.

116.47
Comment noted.

116.48
Given that the use of the CBJ recreational resources currently exceeds
capacity, the problem needs to be addressed whether or not the mine is
developed, Please seeresponse to no. 116.56.

Corrections tothehousing estimates have been made forthe FElS. Also,
please see response no, 99.54.
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We also believe it is important to consider the total number of
housing units which will be required in the Juneau area based on
the current demand for new housing and the extremely low vacancy
rate. Projections compiled by the Engineering Department suggest
that as many as 1,292 units will be built through 1996 apart from
those required by the mine-related population.

Page 4 - 67, SOCIOECONOMICS, Health and Social Services

We would like to point out that there is currently in Juneau an
apParent need for more primary care physicians. Many physician
practices are “closed” meaning that they are not accepting new
patients. There is also a lack of suitable office space. These
two problems exist today and would be compounded by the
anticipated increaee in population.

Page 4 - 67, SOCIOECONOMICS, Health and Social Services

The FEIS should include an examination of the impacts of
population increase on the availability of daycare facilities.

The FEIS should also consider the impacts to the Juneau library
system. We do not anticipate impacts here apart from those
related to increased use due to additional population. Assuming
that mining families and support sector workers use the library
in the same proportion as the rest of the population, the new
users would result in an increase use of over 5%. Overall
library use increased by 21% in recent years with the new
downtown facility, straining library operations in a number of
areas. Currently about 62% of Juneau residents over 5 years old
have library cards current within two years.

Page 4 - 67, SOCIOECONOMICS, Public Facilities

The Mendenhall Tseatrnent Plant is operating at
capacity, not 15% capacity.

Page 4 - 68, SOLID WASTE, Impacts

about 50%

The analysis of the mine’s impact on Juneau’s solid waste system
should be substantially expanded.

Data should be included which identify both the quantity of
anticipated solid waste generated by the mine itself as well by
the increased Juneau population (which directly of indirectly
results from the mine operation) . The mine’s waste stream

116.49
Themine-related population increase iatiedto a specific project; should the
mine beapproved, these people will definitely move to Juneau. To the extent
the company can alter the scale and timing of development, the impactsof
such an influx are both quantifiable and controllable. Individuals considering
employment opportunities in Juneau will take it upon themselves to investigate
the current housing market andprices and decide accordingly, Therefore, it is
assumed that the general population growth and associated housing needs
will either reaccommodated or dissuaded as in years past.

116.50
Chapter 4 of the FEIS has been revised to reflect your input.

116.51
There are no reliable means to predict what level of demand the induced
population changes will place on the library, day care availability and many
other social sewices other than toestimate an increase in use proportional with
population change, asyou have done. The Disserves, among other things, to
notify responsible local officials of expected changes that could impact
services under their jurisdiction.

116.52
Thank you for the clarifying information.

116.53
The mine will generate solid waste at a rate of two to three tons per month.
This will consist of used tires, ventilation bags, electric cable, pipe and fittings,
cables, rock bolts, wire mesh, timber and equipment parts. Approximately50
percent ofthismaterial will bestored onsitefor future salvage. The balance
ofthismateriai (approximately 2,5001bs. permonth) will require disposal in
Juneau.

One option the Kensington Venture is currently evaluating involves mixing
cement with ash, and disposing of the waste in the tailings pond. The amount
of this material is considered minimal, and could also potentially be stored
underground in the mine during the Iatter stages of the project.

It is difficult to predict the amount of solid waste associated with construction.
It is a function of shipping and packing containers for the approximately
17,000 tons of freight needed to construct the project.

The underground mine will use approximately 27,000 gallons of diesel fuel and
approximately 5,400 gallons of greases, lubricants andoils per month. The
lubricants, greases and oils will be collected at the project site for disposal at
Juneau.
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composition should also be discussed,
non~burnable wastes that will require

The type and quantity
landfillinq should be

stated. The amount of ash requi~ing landfilling-should also
identified.

of

be

The City and Borough of Juneau Assembly adopted Resolution 1433
in the spring of 1990, committing the city to the goals of
integrated waste management. The mine should develop and
implement a source waste reduction and internal recycling program
in order to mitigate its impacts on Juneau’s solid waste stream.
k description of those programs should be included in the FEIS.

Page 4 - 69, SOCIOECONOMIC, CBJ Revenues and Expenditurea

We note that the Forest Service has received some criticism ‘for
using constant coats in the expenditure projections. There is
enough uncertainty in predicting per capita costs of municipal
government that we support the DEIS’ use of constant per capita
coats in real dollars. Aa part of the CBJ socioeconomic impact
assessment for the Kensington project, we intend to review the
data to see how expenditures have measured against available
revenue.

Page 4 - 70, CUMULATIVE EFFECTS, Table 4 - 24

Since the population projection used in the DEIS is no more
likely than the CBJ (BERGER/ASAM)projection, the cumulative
analysis of the FEIS should include both population scenarios.
Effects are largely driven by population, so it is important to
show the range of numbers and resulting effects.

Page 4 - 70, CUMULATIVE EFFECTS, CBJ

Again, the FEIS should include an analysia of the impacta of
cumulative population growth on recreational resources and
services of the CBJ. If both mines are in operation, with a
potential of a 10% growth in population, existing facilities and
programs will be impacted. As an example, the national standard
for the number of baseball/softball fields in a community is 1
per 1,500 residents. Currently, Juneau haa 13 baseball/softball
fields or 1 per 2,100 residents. An increase in population of
3,000 creates a need for two additional fields on top of our
existing shortfall,

116,54
Comment noted,

116.55
Please see response no, 116.1

116.56
Please see response no. 116.51,
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Page 4 - 71, CUMULATIVE EFFECTS, Health and Social Services

The CBJ concurs that Bartlett Memorial Hospital should be able to
accommodate the health care service requirements of the increased
population, The only adjustments that-would potentially need to
be made would be in the numbers of staff needed or in the hours
of operation for certain hospital departments.

Page 4 - 71, CUMULATIVE EFFECTS, Public Utilities

The subject of municipal water supplies needs more attention.
The two mines will increase demand while the AJ may decrease
supply . This section of the EIS should incorporate information
forthcoming about the Last Chance Basin aquifer, and the impacts
of the AJ reducing Gold Creek flows by an estimated 20%.

Page 4 - 71, CUMULATIVE EFFECTS, Public utilities

The ability of the wastewater treatment plants to handle
additional population is largely dependent on where the new
population resides, A recent study completed by the CBJ showed
there are some areas of the East Valley collection system that
are currently over capacity. Adding new housing units which
would be served by the East Valley system would cause several
sections of the system to experience surcharging. The CBJ does
not have an estimate at what point these capacity problems will
become serious enough to require major improvements.

116.57

Comment noted.

116.58

Please see response no. 116.51 regarding thedemand on~ty services. Any
reduction in supply caused bythe AJproject should beaddressedinthe AJ
environmental analysis.

116.59
Comment noted.

116.60
While there may be a few consultants or other workers who occasionally park
at theairport, the impact onaifport parking wouldbe minimal.

Page 4 - 74, TRANSPORTATION, Effects Of Alternate B, Employee
Transport

The DEIS discussion assumes all users will be dropped off at the
airport, however it would seem that if daily flights are made
that some workers and/or consultants may not adhere to the week
on/week off schedule and might have some impacts to the parking
capacity at the airport. The DEIS should address this by
categorizing the various personnel and the expectancy of their
trips to the mine site.

Page 4 - 80, NOISE, Alternate B, Impacts of Additional Traffic

Additional assessment should be performed on the noise impacts to ,16.61
recreational and residential facilities and uses along the
helicopter routes from the airport to the mine. This should Please see response no. 114.10.
include the proposed route as well as the alternative routes to
be used during emergency and weather diversions.

b
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‘age A - 7, SURFACE FACILITIES, Explosives Storage

[n addition to 27CFR1E1 J, explosives aboveground must meet the
lniform Fire Code.

~age B - 6, ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT MEASURES, Hazardous Chemical
& Substance

\ hazard vulnerability analysis should be required with plume
nodels showing worse case scenario as well ae meet probable spill
>r leak. This would illustrate community vulnerability should an
incident occur.

?ages B - 8 & 9, ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT, Explosives

explosives will also be regulated by the Uniform Fire Code as
$dopted by the Municipality.

Pages B - 8 & 9, ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT, Fire & Safety

rhe Kensington Gold Project is located in an unprotected area,
which means the Fire Department will not provide firefighting
.servicee. However, its facilities are subject to plan review and
inspection by the CBJ Fire Inspector, ueing the Uniform Building
Code and the Uniform Fire Code.

Page E - 1, SPILL PREVENTION CONTROL PLAN, Applicable Regulations

The jurisdictional responsibilities of the City and Borough
including enforcement of the Uniform Fire Code ehould be added to
the additional agencies with transporting, handling, storage,
etc.

Page E - 2, FUEL S OIL TRANSPORT STORAGE

In addition to tbe diking required around
provisions for a water/oil separator will

Page E - 3, SPILL RESPONSES PROCEDURES

the fuel tanka,
also be required.

The cache of spill supplies should include enough to surround the
largest barge unloading product.

116.62

Pleasesee response no. 99.22,
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I
IPage F - 1, HAZARDOUS MATERIAL PLAN, Purpose

The primary objectives should be for life and sefety, not only
for workers but also for the community as well. The emergency
response program needs to make provisions for decontamination of
the injured, the Firefighter/Medic 1 personnel who may respond,
as well as the aircraft and the hospital.

IPage F - 5, HAZARDOUS MATERIAL PLAN, Response Procedures

Provisions need to be included for the care of possible sick and

~ 1L26z injured and, as mentioned before, the impact on the community
from possible contamination.

b

~
Page F - 6, HAZARDOUS MATERIAL PLAN, Other Hazardous Material

Handling Aspects

In the event of a release, the draft calls for notification of
the community emergency manager, and any likely area to be
effected. The question is who and how will the determination be
made of “effective area”? This is another reason for plume
models of releases at various levels of release that can be
overlaid onto a map and adjusted for wind, tide, or other
factors.
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September 3, 1991
Kenneth E. Mitchell

i

,:,
District Ranger g ,

Juneau Ranger Distri 0 7
8465 Old Dairy Road ~ ~ :.
Juneau, Alaeka 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell: !$ &$~3g

SUBJECT : Kensington Gold Project Draft ‘&ironrnental Impact
Statement, STATE I.D. NUMBER AK9106O5-O7J

The State has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact statement
(EIS) preparad by the United Statee Forest Service and ACZ, Inc.,
Consultants, for the Kensington Gold Project proposed by Echo
Bay ,Exploration, Inc. and Coeur-Alaska, Inc. (Kensington
Venture). This Stata position was developed by the DiViSiOn of
Governmental Coordination (OGC) with the Departments of Natural
Resources, Environmental Conservation (AD$C), Fieh and Game
(ADFG) , and Commerce and Economic Development.

The Kensington Draft EIS is clearly written and organized. It
provldee adequate comparisons of the proposed alternatives. The
alternatives asseeement by the Forest Service and the level of
preliminary monitoring on the alternative tailings cites have not
biaeed the document toward either the applicant~s proposal or the
preferred alternative. The Forest Service approach of combining
elemente from various alternatives to reach their preEerred
alternative was clearly presented. The Foreet Service and its
technical etaff have worked with the applicant in conducting and
compiling baseline data. The cooperative wildlife studiee with
ADFStG are also noteworthy.

The State and the Forest Service have discuseed levels of
information needed for the EIS proceee and for permits. The
State is reserving some,more detailed comments on tha project for
certification of the Environmental Protection Agency and Corpe of
Engineers permits. We essume that operation details not known at
this time will be explained further in the final Plan of
Operation, which acts as the Forest Service permit to operate the
Kensington Project. These plans will be reviewed for consistency
with the Alaska Coaetal Management Program by the State resource

-4596
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agencies snd DGC. Inclusion of the applicant~s proposal in the
Draft EIS is very helpful for comparing with the more general
information on operations. This gives a better understanding of
how EIS decis$ons will be implemented in the Plan of Operation.

The State supporte the Kensington Gold Project if conducted in an
environmentally sound manner. The Draft EIS is sound. However,
a number of issues should be considered in developing the Final
EIS. Our response addresses the format, best management
practices, alternatives analysie , cumulative impacts, baseline
studies and a number of project specific issues. Detailed
cOmments and recommendations are included in the enclosures to
this letter and refer to specific sections in the Draft EIS.
Original comments from the participating State agencies are also
attached as a reference source. -..

DSAFT EIS FOAMAT

Descriptions and explanations are detailed and understandable but
references to studies and data are not always provided in the
text to support statements. Additional technical explanation may
have been addressed in supporting consultants” reporte or other
references. Such references would help the reviewer determine if
sufficient data has been collected on that issue, if significant
data gaps exist, and if the appropriate conclusions have been
reached in the Draft EIS. The EIS is a public document, however,
and we have indicated where certain technical iteme should ba
‘clarified in the Final EIS. A complete table of contents and an
index would be helpful to locate specific eections in the final
<document.

BEST UANA13SUENT PAACTICES

“l’heoversight provided by Forest Service Beet Management
Practices (Bt4Pe) in terms of land management ehould be clearly
described and distinguished from the BMPs that the Environmental
,Protection Agency (EPA) will use in overseeing the NPDES permit.

ALTSA?IATIVES ANAAYSIS .,

The Forest Service preferred alternative generally offers the
least environmental impact. The Draft EIS clearly laid out the
trade-offs and benefits of the project components so that
alternative can be weighed againet one another, such as tailings
disposal sites, water diversions, and impacts of various
transportation optione to the site. Pages 2-48 through 2-55 are
particularly helpful in comparing alternative and highlighting
elements chosen for the preferred alternative. One significant
factor in planning for Sherman Creek tailings dieposal is that
considerable development (15 acree) has already occurred at the
site.

117.1

Please see the FEIS for a table of contents.

117.2

Forest Service BMPsare outlinedin USDA Forest Service (1991 )and are soil
and water conservation requirements. EPArequires that the Kensington
Venture develop BMPs for a variety of items including storm water runoff,
SPCC Plan compliance, and non-point sources of pollution to surface water
(Roberto, 1991) Forest Service and EPA BMPs are often overlapping.

117.3

Comment noted.
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Concerns with both Alternative B and the Forest service preferred

1

j~l~ alternative include: the need for supplementary water sources
during low flow periods; the need for a description of technical

1115 details of the slurry application to the tailings beach; impacts
to long-term water quality of the rechanneled and dewakered

111.C portionsof she,r~anandophir creeks; the ability of Sherman and

117,7 Ophir creeke to eupport viable biological communities at
projeak’s end~ the potential for mitigation of biologic loss due

1?7,$ to imPacte on Sherman and Ophir creake.

Furthermore, the discharge of the tailings pond effluent into a
productive marine habitat, also the location of a major salmon

1119 gillnet fishery, wasamajor ecoping issue. The Final EIs should
provide discussion not only of alternative mixing zone
configurations, outfsll locations, diffuser designs, and ptpeline
routee, but the alternative of additional effluent treatment on

117.10%Rl%g%%%‘hemixin9 zona
size or eliminate the need for

Therefore, a eummary of additional waetewater
_kreatment optione ehould be presented in the Final EIS. These
include: additional process controls, additional reagent use,
additional settling ponds, and pre-mixing in the marine outfall

By additional treatment, the State refers to any11-711%%iional proceseee that will improve the quality of the
waetewater that leavee the tailings pond and the quality of
wastewater sourcee entering the tailinge pond.

Impacts to marina receiving waters and aquatic resources .ehould
be more fully described in terme of the proposed depths of the

fall pipe and ite location.
lfl.lZs:i (See comments on the proposed

ng zone for the outfall in separate NPDES comments).

The State understands the intent of the modifications to the
applicants Proposal identified by the Foreet Service:
underground grinding, generatore located near Comet Beach, and a
riprap channel to return flows to Sherman Creek. Both the mill
and power plant locatione, as recommended by the preferred
alternative, are cited to lessen the noise and fugitive dust at
the mine site. Other problems are created by the increased
volume of waste rock and the inefficient use of the power plant

The riprap channel is proposed to addrees
117.~~ l&%X%%u3tream flaw, water quality parameters,

reclamation, and habitat restoration. It does not account for
the availability of a local source for construction. Other
deeign and engineering practices that mitigate these concerns
should be explored.

CIJHULATIVEIMPACTS

117.141The cumulative effects section should address potential impacte
from Forest Service minerals prescription for Tongass National
Forest Land Use Designation (LUD) 11 lands in the Juneau Gold
Selt.

117.4
The ADF&G will determine low flow requirements for Sherman Creek and
develop restrictions that the Kensington Venture must follow to maintain those
flows.

117.5
Details of the slurry application to the tailings beach are discussed in the
tailings dam design report (Knight and Piesold, 1990), Beach deposition is
accomplished by multiple-point spigots, Spigots will be repositionedon a
regular andplanned basis topromote proper deposition and consolidation of
the tailings material. Asexpected, much of thecoarser tailings particles tend
tosettle from suspension relatively near thepoint of discharge. Remaining
coarse particles, finer particles, and colloidal particles are carried further to the
ponded water, or decant pond, where they eventually settle in standing water.
Please see FEIS Chapter 4, Surface Water Hydrology Tailings Disposal.

117.6
Water quality in the rechanneled portions of Ophir and Sweeny Creeks are
expected to meet all State water quality standards.

117.7
See response to comment 111,12,

117.8
See response to comment 111.12,

117.9
Please see the FEIS for discussion of alternate outfall locations and diffuser
designs.

117.10
Chapter 20fthe FElS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included inthe DEIS.

117,11
Chapter 20fthe FElS includes a discussion of water treatment that was not
included inthe DELS.

117.12
Additional material is provided inthe FEIS (see Chapter 4),

117.13
Please see the ROD for a discussion of the selection of the preferred
alternative.
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rhe Final EIS should address the phenomenon that as population
increases, there is a resultant increase in demands for
recreation, tourism, and fish and wildlife. Ae this occurs, the
fish and wildlife habitats, populations; and opportunities for
their use and enjoyment tend to decrease, or require more active
management to maintain expscted levele of resource utilization.

BASELINB BTUDXEE

iidditionalbaseline studies are needed and resulte should be
presented prior to permitting. Baeeline information on portions
of the affected environment is generally lacking or incomplete
(See attached specific commente). This information must be
quantitative, use standard methods and repeatable transect
surveys, and must be collected year-round so that the effects of
mining are not confused with seaeonal, or other temporal changee
In plant and animal communities.

Some of this information is currently being collected by
Kensington Venture contractors. Temperature and stream flow
gauges were installed in Sherman and Sweeney Creeks in May 1991,
and an outmigrant salmonid migration etudy in the vicinity of
Point Sherman was also conducted in May 1991. Stream habitat
❑apping surveye are currantly underway or planned in the near
future. Rasults of these and othar on-going studies ehould be
included in the Final EIS.

Information on the impact of changee in water guality on aquatic
life in the immediate project vicinity could be improved.
Specific baseline studies will be necessary once the tailinge
disposal site and marine outfall location have been selected.

The use of the No Action Altarnative, which is the present
exploration site, ae baseline is questioned and needs further
justification. Water quality impacts (high nitrate
concentrations, for example) have already occurred. Upon
selecti6n of the tailings disposal site, continued monitoring of
an unaffected watershed (Sweeny Crack if Sherman Creek is
selected, for example) is advised. This watershed will serve ae
a control site and act as a batter indicator of ‘basalinew water
quality.

PROJECT SPECIFIC CONNENTS

Wet vs. ‘ODrvn[Dewatered) Tailinqs Issue: The State carefully
reviewed the alternatives using conventional tailings disposal
(Alternatives B, C, and D and the Forest Service preferred
alternative) and the dewatered tailings option (Alternative E).
Tbe Draft EIS and supporting technical documents (Knight and
Piesold, 1991) have presented good argumente against the dry
tailings option including: amount of waste rock, weather/runoff
and erosion control, potential for particulate air pollution, and

117.14

TheproposedTongassLand Management Plan(ForestPlan)identifieswhere
known mineraldepositsareand couldbeexpectedtoredeveloped.
Explorationisoccurringin these areas and is not expected to change if the
proposed forest plan is implemented. Potential mineral activity would change
only if areas were withdrawn from mineral entry.

117.15
Thank you for your comment. The FEIScontains additional discussion
regarding the effects of population increaseson demands for recreation and
wildlife resources under the Chapter 4 section entitled Subsistence.

117.16
The Forest Service hasconduoted baseline adequacy reviews with our own ID
Team andusing thethird party contractor lD Team. Theconclusion of these
reviews is that the baseline is adequate to prepare the EIS.

Results from studies conducted by Kensington Venture contractorsin 1991
include: I) temperature; 2)stream flow data; 3)outmigration and nearshore
habitat studiesof salmonids near Point Sherman; and4) stream habitat
surveys. It should be noted that natural flooding has significantly altered the
stream habitatin Sherman and Sweeny Creeks. Documentation of new stream
habitat conditions will be conducted in July 1992 to establish current
characteristics for comparison against those occurring in the July 1991 habitat
mapping survey.

117.17
Development of ongoing monitoring plans will occur following issuance of the
ROD and submittal by the Kensington Venture of a detailed Plan of
Operations. Amoredetailed summary ofmonitoring design, objectives and
contingenciesis included inthe FEIS.
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potential for habitat restoration. Hence, the State concurs with
the Foreet Service that conventional tailings disposal is
preferable to the newer *’drya*tailings technology. Water quality
monitoring of a point soukce (the marine outfall pipe) presents
fewer monitoring difficulties then the non-point source runoff
frOm a dewatered tailings pile and the technology is proven.
Although the Skate is not advocating backfilling of tailinge at

fll.%[ this time, the Final EIS ehould further describe the technical
rea.cone for not exploring this option.

Soli d and Hazardoue Was te Iesuee { There have been several
changee to the federal hazardoue waste regulations in the past
few yeare, in particular the regulations implementing the
Reeource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (18 CFR Parts 260
to 272). Solid and hazardous waste practicee and permite”rnuet
comply with new etate regulation. Waste rock is claeeified ae
solid waste and will require an ADEC solid waste permit per 1S
AAC 60.200. The determination on whether tailings will require
an additional solid waete permit is pending review of applicable
RCRA and State regulations.

p

8
00

~tv I aueq The state has worked with the Kensington
Venture and i~sued:an air quality ~Permit to OperateSo for the
current exploration activities. The proposed generators,
crushing equipment, fugitive dust sources, control technology and
emiseione modeling will all be evaluated for an expanded permit.
The applicant has installed air monitoring stations at the site
in support of thie analyeis by project technical staff and by
ADEc engineers. Further recommendation on air quality
operations issues will require this analysis.

1 C ntin~Planninqo : Since the on-
site storage of fuel and liquified petroleum gas (LPG) will reach
a capacity of 10,OOO bbl, a etate oil Diecharge Prevention and
Contingency Plan will be required. Some of the material needed
fOr a state contingency plan is covered in Appendix E (spill

1

Prevention control Plan). The Final EIS ehould explore
contingencies for e leak or spill ae the preliminary planning for

~~~.lg fiitiated in Juneau.
area Local Smergency Planning Committee, which has..been

The Final EIS should highlight eafety features proposed for the
project (epill prevention and monitoring, procees controle, etc.)

11].20 :;~e is much public concern with accidental spills and response
e to detect and correct process failures.

\

Uonitorinq : The information and data provided in the Draft EIS
relating to monitoring, analysis and data have been preeented in
a manner that adequately relates information and data to
potential environmental impacts. The outline of the monitoring
plan contains all component and procedures. The Draft EIS
deecribes in understandable terms the means by which Kensington

117.18

Please see response no, 100.3.

117.19
Please see response no, 116.9.

117.20

Perhaps the largest concern relates to the need to contain cyanide in the
process operation. The Kensington Venture has provided additional
information ontheir plans for batch treatment of tailingsin response to
comment no. 112,6, .Seealso response no. 116,9.
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Venture will control emissions and discharges and which
preventive and corrective actions will be taken. While overall
environmental concerns were addressed satisfactorily, the Draft
EIS contains a few errors, inconsistencies and incomplete
information thst need to be corrected and sddressed in the Final
EIS. These are detailed in the enclosed page specific comments.

For example, not addreesed in the monitoring section of the Draft
EIS are marine sediment sampling and analysis. Marine sediment
data are provided but no description is provided in the text on
sampling sites, sampling procedure and analysie. Potential for
bioaccumulation of metals and impacts to aquatic life in the
affected receiving waters should be further addressed.

Cvanid e destruct Drocess: Ths Draft EIS should thoroughly
explain the reasons for choosing the alkaline chlorination
cyanide destruct system. Furthermore, natural degradation
proceeses for cyanide (photodecomposition, etc) and the effects
of local climatic conditions on these processes is not described.
While realizing that the water quality projections did not assume
natural degradation for a conservative estimate, the Final EIS
should better explain which processes are expected to operate at
the tailings pond. Information in the Draft EIS on the
variability of the process, reegent use, backup treatment, batch
releases of cyanide treated water to the tailings pond, and
detection limitations on the various cyanide products should be
fully described. The potential for process upset conditions and
concomitant control measures should be fully explored. The
potential for high residual chlorine levels in the effluent needs
to be addreesed.

Pr oiected tailina Dond ?rater oualitv: The pilot tests used to
determina the tai~ings pond effluent quality are essential for
estimating dilution requirements. A more thorough description of
the teets ueed, the decant intervals (Z hour, 48 hour and 10
days), process simulation, and the way representative ore samplee
were chosen should be detailed. Also the use of zero values as a
substitute for Mbelow detection limitw and its implication for
projecting cyanide and metals concentrations should be addressed.
Specifically, explain the inherent bias in the use of zero values
and its effect on resulting interpretations.

In str eam Reservations: The use of Sherman Creek to supply the
mill or domestic water needs of the mine may remove too much
water from the stream to maintain fish and developing egge during
low flow periods. However, it appears that the underground mine
‘could produce an estimated 1000 gpm.ll The Final EIS should
includs a discussion of mitigationfenhancement options for this
stream system. A discussion of well fields to provide mill
process water during low flow periode should also be provided.

The State is concerned that adequate minimum flows be maintained

117.21

A detailed description of these items is available in Kessler and Vigers (1992);
a summary of major points is provided in the FEIS (see Chapter 4),

117.22

Please see response no. 93.13.

117.23
Atotalof eleven trucks delivered 146tote bags oforeto Lakefield. The
shipment weighed approximately 233 tons.

The following test procedures were conducted.

o
0
0
0

0

0

0
0
0

Head Analyses
Whole Ore Cyanidation
Flotation Testwork
Cyanidation of the Flotation Concentrate

- Effect of Fineness of Grind
- Effect of PreaerationandpH
- Effect of Lead Nitrate Addition
- Effect of Retention Time and Solution Change
- Effect of Cyanide Concentration

Effluent Analyses and Treatment

- Cyanide Destruction Testwork
*S02/AirMethod
‘Chlorination Method

* Peroxide Method
- Toxicity Testwork
- Effluent Analyses

Settling and Filtration Testwork
- Settling Testwork
- Filtration Testwork

Tellurium Recovery

Bond Work Index
Acid Generation Potential

For more detailed information see Lakefield (1990).

117.24
Zero values were notused inthemass balance calculations. The detection
limits for the various parameters were used in lieu of a zero value for
parameters with concentrations Iessthan the detection limit.

117.25

It should be noted that the actual estimate for mine drainage is in the range of
400t0600gpm with aworstcase estimate being looogpm, In developing

the water balance for design of the tailings disposal facility the worst case
value (1000 gpm) is used. However, availability of tOOOgpm cannot be
determined until mining commences.
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to protect fieh habitat values and to that end haa developed
preliminary inetream flow requirement estimates based upon the
various flow information that ie currently available (Tables 1
and 2). We will work with tha Forest Service to further refine
the amounts of water that will be needed during low flow periods.
Reeulte of thie analysis ehould be included in the Final EIS.

11~.76[Enhancement opportunities for unavoidable losses in fisheriee
values or streamflowe should also be presented in the Final EIS.

Thank you for extending the comment period on thie most important
project. Ths lead agency review team, the applicant, and the
consultants have shown a willingness to work with and provide
information to the agencies during the Draft EIS review. The
State eppreciatas the continuing efforts of the Forest Service in
developing this challenging analyeie and looks forward to%he
opportunity tO participate in the development of the Final EIS.

ADF&Gwill setminimum stream flow requirements thatthe Kensin@on
Venture will be required to observe to prevent impacts to fish and aquatic
habitat resulting from diversion oflow stream flows. Aspreviously noted, it is
not known at the present time if sufficient mine drainage water will exist to
meet process water anddomestic water requirements. Well fields would be
the [ogical alternative source for additional fresh water needs if underground
mine drainage does not provide sufficient quantities.

117.26
These items are addressed in the FEIS (see Chapter 4),

Sincerely,

Paul C. Rusanowski,Ph.D.,
Director

Enclosure 1: State Page Specific Comments
Encloeure 2: ADEC memo to DGC
Encloeure 3: ADFG memo to DGC w/attachments
Enclosure 4: ADNR memo to DGC wlattachmente
Enclosure 5: DCED memo to DGC

..

cc: Commissioner Heinze, DNR
Commissioner Olds, DCED
Commissioner Rosiar, DFG
Commissioner Sandor, DEC
Roger Birk, USFS, Juneau
Harold Geren, EPA, Seattle
Glenn Justice, COE, Anchorage
Steven Pennoyer, NMFS
Nevin Holmberg, USFWS
Murray Walsh, Community Development, CBJ
Kensington distribution
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Please see response no. 117.1.

so3rwARY

;77.29
s-3

s-5

KEUSIUGTOU DSAPT BIS
BWCLOSORE 1

PAQ6 SPBCIFIC COMWSNTS

Add a table of contents or an index to the document.

There is no mention of timber removal from the proposed mine
site. If there is to be any timber transferred into the water
for transport to a mill it should be included in the EIS.

(3rd column, page 1-1, page 2-33, et al) The full production
work force is given ae 340 people; but Table 2-5, on page 2-
50, says 360. Which is correct?

..

Explain the technical reasons why the Forest Service
alternatives included a single cyanide destruct proceee for
the project. On page 2-8, information on three processes
(alkaline chlorination, S02/airo and hydrogen peroxide) were
reviewed. Tha technical support document (Lakefield, 1990 )
presented information on alkaline chlorination ae the best
available treatment procese for cyanide destruction at
Kensington. This wae selected based on ore mineralization and
the techniques used for ore production (page 2-8), but no
further details were provided.

Ore geochemistry, although variable throughout the ore body,
is en uncontrollable input to the milling process. The
techniques used for production are controllable based on
available tachnologiee and their correct applications. The
EIS should detail the specific quantities (system complexity,
cost, history of reliability of the application, etc.) that
factored into this cyanide deetruct alternative. A specific
concern is the high use of chlorine raquirad for the process,
and the resulting need for mill effluent monitoring and an
effluent limit for residual chlorine. Transportation, storage
and proper handling of large quantities of chlorine are also
of concern. .,

(Surface Water Hydrology) The mean annual flow for Sherman
Creek is reported as 30.s cfs. Eetimatee of mean annual flowe
for Sweeny and Slate Creek are 20 and 8 cfs, respectively.
Pleaee identify whether the significantly higher flow was a
major factor for choosing Sherman Creek for the tailinge
disposal and effluent treatment water source.

(Surface Water hydrology) The reason that “trace metals
content is generally below detection limits” is because
analytical methods chosen are not sufficiently seneitive for
all metals, e.g. copper and cadmium. Thie can not be used to
imply that the metals were not present but rather that a more

117.28
A Timber Harvest Plan will be required by the Forest Service as part of the
project’s Plan of Operations. The Kensington Venture has identified the
potential to use a portion of the logs as “corduroy” fill and lumber to be milled
onsite, Thetimber harvest plan would apply to both private and public lands.

117.29
Full production workforce of 340 is correct.

117.30
Please see response no. 93.13,

117.31
Flow rate in Sherman Creek wasnota major factor forchoosing the tailings
location, Sherman Creek isproposed asthe source of makeup water to the
project except during low flow events. Neither itnorany other stream is
proposed foruseas an''effluent treatment water source.'' Such use would not
be allowed under the terms of the Clean Water Act which restrict the discharge
allowed froma facility to the amount of net precipitation.

117.32
Laboratory detection limits were correctly used and interpreted throughout the
DEIS. There isnoaHempt toimply that theconstituents that were not
detected do not in fact exist in the water; merely an acknowledgement that
they were not found using the EPA approved analytical methods listed.
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llj? 37

S-6, 8-7

sensitivemethod ehould be choeen, so lower concentrations can
be detected end ueed to predict tailings pond and effluent
concentration. These analysee should be repeated using an
appropriate analytical method and results reported in this and
other sectione of the EIS.

3-19, 3-20, 3-22, 3-24 Biological atudiee conducteClto dete
have been inadequate. The following ie a summary of the
studies done to date and the beseline information that ie
still needed:

Pelagic fish No on-site research of juvenile or adult
herring, or sampling for the presence of
larval forms of pelagic fiehee.,..Need
data on seasonal preeence and timing by
depth: trawl sampling for adulte, plank-
ton towe for larvae.

Limited survevs:Shellfish
Three shrimp fiote,April 19-21, 198S
Two crab pots, April 20-21, 1988
Twenty tanner pote, April 15-16, 19S9

Bottomfish

..

Inter-tidal Studiee

Sub-tidal Studies

Salmon

Need repeatable eurveys on a seasonal
baeis. Need plankton tows for larval
presence, timing and depths.

Limited eurvaye:,

Three, mile-long longline sets, two at
155 fathome, one at 30-100 fathoms, ~
ours eacht April 15-16, 1989.

Need repeatable surveys on a seasonal
baeis, need sampling to determine pres-
ence, timing, and depths of larval
forme.

Cursory beach walks, April 18-21, 1988.
Very little was found. One would not
eWect to find much this time of year.
Need repeatable surveys on a seaeonal
basis.

Four, 100 ft. transects, April 19SS.
Naed repeatable surveys on a seasonal
basic, need site-spacific eampling of
infauna on soft.bottom areae euch ae the
proposed barge landing erea.

Review of literature and commercial har-
vest data, beach seining of juveniles,

117.33

Please see responses no, 5.2, 86,10 and 99.29.



,,

Kensington DEIS/Encl. 1 3

117.33

S-6

11774

s-7

Ill! M

s-lo

117.?9

May 1991, gravel size sampling of on-site
creeks, April/May 1991, adult escapement
studies, fall 1990, pink and coho adult
etream life studies, fall 1990. Need
additional adult escapement etudies, need
detailed preeence, timing, and migretion
studies re juvenile selmonids, by spe-
cies, emigrating from Berners River,
e.g., how long are they in the area, at
what size do they leave the inshore area,
do they turn north or south, etc.

labitat Mapping None. Need habitat mapping for all
resident species found in the .putfall
area.

[Aquatic Resources, last paragraph, anadromous species)
~nadromous species should include eulachon. This anadromous
tpecies is abundant in the area during the month of May, and
LS extremely important to the local natives and wildlife
luring that time. Major spawning areas include the Chilkat,
:hilkoot and Berners Rivers.

[Aquatic Resources) !lThe commercial salmon fishery in wk=-

.ynn Canal is ective from mid-June into early October. The
fishery is currently restricted to drift gillnete.w Reconcile
:hie etatement with the information on page x-5 (Commercial
~ishing): ‘Both gillnetting and long-line fiehing techniques
ire used.m

[Dolly Varden) The text should also mention that Dolly Varden
!re very migratory. For instance, Dolly Varden which
>Verwinter in Chilkat Lake are known to migrate to Juneau,
:ustavus, and Hoonah. Dolly Vsrden tagged at Chilkat Lake
Iave been recovered at pt. Sherman.

S~ll Sherman and Sweeney Creeks are cataloged and protected
ts habitat for anadromous salmon, trout and char. We will be
forking with the Forest Service to determina neei!ed instream
flow reservations.

[Land Usa) “The project and adjacent area is classified as a
!lJDII (Land IJse Designation) by the Forest Service in the
I’ongaes Lend Management Plen as amended during the winter of
1985-19S6.W Explain, here briefly and in chapter 3, how the
recent Tongass Land Management Plan and Tongass Reform
legislation may affect land use designations in the project
!rea and its environs.

[Surface Water Hydrology) **Cyanide concentrations in the
tailings pond would be within drinking water standards . . .*8
since the tailings pond water will not be used as drinking

117.34

The cfescriptionof anadromous species is corrected inthe FEIS (see Chapter
3) to include eulachon.

117.35

The former statement is in reference to salmon only, while the latter statement
includes fisheries targeted forotlrer species as well.

117.36
This characteristic iscovered ingreater detail inthe FElS. Recent reports by
Ericksenet al. (t990)and Ericksen and Marshall (1991 ) provide good
documentation of the extensive migrations of Dolly Varden.

117.37
Comment noted.

117.38
The TLMPrevision has been released as aDEISand is not final. TheDEIS
includesa minerals management prescription with an emphasis on
encouraging and facilitating the prospecting, exploration development, mining
and processing of mineral resources.

117.39
The statement clearly frames the discussion of water quality and its effectson
terrestrial wildlife in terms many members of the public are familiar with.
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117.44

#ater thle statement is not relevant and should bs omitted.
l’hestatamant should just address standards for frsah watar
lquatic life.

[Ground Water Hydrology) ‘At the time of mine closure, the
~ortals would be sealed and workinge below the lower portal
#ould flood. This would limit free oxygen reaction with any
~cid generating materials lsft in the mine.n Plaase explain
Lhie statament in the context of informationpresented on page
!-41 which imply that a low potential for acid generation
exists.

(Aquatic Reeources - Marine) **The[marine] discharges Would
be expected to increase the heavy metal concentrat,$onsin
bottom sediments in the vicinity of the outfall. Sedentary
~rganisme living within these sediments could be expected to
bioaccumulate certain metals.n Please discues this impact
further. Give estimatee of sediment loading and areal extent
o! the affected environment near the outfall, and distribution
patterna of sediment expected from the outfall. If possible,
give an estimate of the affected species that could reasonably
be expected to bioaccumulate metale over the 12-14 year life
Df the project and the effects of that bioaccumulation to the
raeource.

The consultants on thie project have keyed biologio effects in
the marine receiving waters to estimated exposure timee.
Further development of thie in the EIS would be helpful.

(Aquatic Resources - Marine) It is stated here and elsewhere
that ‘to reduce the rick [of accident when off-loading
supplies], the Kensington Venture has committed to only
unloading bargee at Comet Beach when waves are less than 3
feat.” The Stata ie aoncarned that if this provision ie
actually forwarded in a Spill Contingency Plan, it would be
di~ficult for the Venture to comply with, as well as the for
agencies (ADEC, EPA, and the Coaet Guard) to enforce, if it ie
part of an approved spill contingency plan. Give more
information on how this would be accomplished and”whether the
Kensington Venture has discussed this provision with fuel
suppliers, who may find it economically unfeasible to hold a
barge for extendad periode of when seae are greater than 3
foot. The information on page A4 indicates that increased
onshore storage will allow operations to ‘*weather-outperiodic
bad sea conditions which can be expsctad during winter
months.~~ This eoliitionincreaees oneite etorage and requires
additional levels of spill prevention.
.
(Soils/Vegetation/Wetlands)**Atmine closure, disturbed areas
would be stabilized and reclaimed according to a Forest
Service approved reclamation plan.~t The etate also haa
provision for reclamation (AS 27.19 and 11 AAC 97, effective

117.40
The statement points out that although the potential for acid formation is small
it still exists, Flooding the Iower workings would reduce the potential even
further,

117.41
A detailed description of these items is available in Kessler and Vigers (1992);
a summary of major points is provided in the FEIS (see Chapter 4),

117.42
This matter is covered in greater detail in the FEIS.

117!43
On shore storage vs. more frequent deliveries is one of the many trade-offs
that must be considered when evaluating a large, remote project like the
Kensington Project. The Kensington Venture bears the responsibility for
supplier delays caused byrestriotions on barge unloading. Itis largelya
private financial risk that is outside the scope of the EIS.

117.44
The Kensington Venture will supply a reclamation plan to each agency having
authority over the project, Theagencies will review theproposals under their
regulations and determine technical adequacy. Once adequacy has been
achieved permits will be issued.



,.

Kensington DEIS/Encl. 1 5

S-12

11745

S-13
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15 October 1991), as well as the City and Borough of Juneau
large mina permit requirements. Explain the process that will
be used for agency review of the reclamation plan.

(Soils/Vegetation/Wetlands) *NO federal or state listed
threatened or endangered plant species are known to occur in
the project area. Field surveys verified the existence of one
proposed state listed species, Betula oaovrifer
c~q (ACZ, 1990). Approximately six population: of &;
plant located in the Sherman Creek basin, could be impacted.”
Refer also to sections on paqe 3-36 on this potential impacted
species. Describe regional distribution of this species and
the potential for repopulation of these trees after cessation
of mining activities. Provide further information in the EIS
andlor reclamation plan on how loss of these stands “will be
mitigated. Include information on whether riparian habitat
created with the rerouting of streams over the Sherman Creek
tailings area COU ld provide a suitable revegetation
opportunity for this species.

(Recreational Opportunities) What is the possibility that
population increases generatedby the proposed Kensington Mine
will diminish the quality and quantity of recreational
Opportunities for Juneau residents?

The mine area is presently used by only a emall portion of the
Juneau public. However, the mine’s impact on recreational
opportunities will likely be the greatest those
opportunities located in Juneau. Recreation op~o?tunities
(both indoor and outdoor) will not be directly impactedby the
mine, but by the large number of new people brought to Juneau
by the mine.

Many local recreational opportunities are presently utilized
at or above capacity.

(SGcioeconomics) “It is not likely that any of these
alternative would generate significant impacte on Haines or
Skagway.- ADEC has received a petition from X35 part- or
full-time reaidente of Haines, 43 of whom hold SE Alaska
gillnet fishing permits. Concern has been espressed ae to the
impact of the project on the Lynn Canal fishing grounds in the
vicinity of the project. An overview of fisheries resources at

[

potential risk from this project should be provided. ADF&G
and the Department of Commerce and Economic Development are
available to provide the Forest Service with information fOr
this analysie.

CSAPTER ONE - PURPOSE OF AWD NEED FOR ACTION

1-1 (Introduction) ‘tTheKensington Venture will prepare and submit
a Plan of Operations to the Forest Service following

117.45

Please see response no. 93.58,

117.46

Please see response no. 116.48.

117.47
This comment was directed at the Socioeconomic section of theDEIS
summary. Summary statements regarding the fisheries resources are found
under the Aquatic Resources section on DEIS page S-11, Aquatic resource
impacts are clarified in FHS, Chapter4.
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completion of a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).l~
Describs the review process for this Plan of Operations
through the Forest 6ervice and state resource agenoies. ha
this plan ectually implements the work described in the
Applicant’s Proposal and modifications to it affected by this
EM, review by the agenciea is needed. The Plan of Operations
should be developed and distributed in a timely manner to the
agenciee, so that operations euch as monitoring can be
reviewed.

Purpose and Need for Action) Referenca to Tongass Land
ManagementPlan (USFS, amended 1986) should be updated with
tew information from the Tongase Reform Act (see comments on
YageS-10 as well). The minerals prescription for much of the
~orestService lsnd in the Juneau mining district may increase
:he potential for mineral exploration and development.

[ISSUE AND CONCERNS - Technical Feasibility) This section
states that a scoping issue was to addreas the technical
Feasibilityof various project components. W.Specific concern
~aa focussed on items such ae tailings dam failure or
nrcontrolled chemical discharges.” Provide further
information in the EIS on what monitoring will be implemented
at the project to 8void catastrophic as well as chronic
%dverse effects to the environment.

Publio concern has besn expreeeed about a time lag batween
occurrence of technical failures or process upsets, the
recognition of the problem, and rasponse time. Further
information should be provided in the EIS on how the
Kensington Venture and the agencies can faehion frequent,
perhaps continuous, monitoringof soma project components such
as the tailings dam and mill discharge to the tailings pond.
Public concern hae been exprassed on how,, ~his process will
work.

(O%HER ACTIVITIES NW THE PROJECT - Graens Creek). The
stated life of the Greens Creek project is 10 yeare. New ore
reserve estimates have f.ncreaeed the life expectancy of the
project. Inalude new estimates in the EIS and address any
resulting cumulative impacte (environmental, trsnsportation,
eocioeconomia, etc.) to the Kensington Venture projeat.

(FEOERALPERJIITS- Executive Orders 11990 and 11998.) “There
ia aurrantly an emphasia on ‘no net 10SSW wetlande policy aa
outlined in and agreement between the Carps (of Engineers) and
EPA; however, this policy is preeently undar review to
determine the most appropriate implementation practices in
Aleska.C$ The reference to a possible change in the way
wetland loss is determined in Alaska is speculative. If
wetland policies should change in Alaska, however, the final
EIS should address these impects.

117.48

Plea8e8ee response no. 117,14.

117.49

Geotechnical monitoring will be provided during and subsequent to dam
construction. As part of the design document, a Site Inspection Manual and
Operations &Maintenance (O& M)manual will redeveloped. Details of the
monitoring program aretypically presented in these documents. Monitoring
includes the installation of piezometers within theembankment structure to

record and measure piezometric levels anda series of survey points to
determine settlement rates.

117.50

The Forest Service, along with EPA and ADEC, will work to improve existing
monitoring programs. There aresome items, such aspH that can be
continuously monitored, Other parameters, such as metals content, require
time consuming technically rigorous laboratory procedures,

The millstream would bemonitorad ona continuous basisas part of the
metallurgical process Q.e., process chemical concentrations, metal assays, pH,
etc.), Monitoring CIL effluent would reconducted prior to batch discharge to

thetailings pond loensure proper cyanide destruction has occurred. This
monitoring would be conducted during periodawhen mill effluent discharge to
the tailings pond was planned.

The Kensington Venture haa prepared a Draft Environmental Plan which

includes:

- Groundwater Monitoring Manual
- Freshwater Monitoring Manual
- Sediment Monitoring Manual
- Biological Monitoring Manual
- Wildlife Monitoring Program

- Integrated Sampling Schedule
- Corrective Action Plan

The details of this plan will be finalized as part of the Forest Service approval
process forthe Plan of Operations. This approval follows the FEISand ROD.

117.51
Thank you fortheinformation on Green’s Creek. Although the expanded
reserves have been announced, there isno announcement of how it will affect
the operation (i.e., longer life or larger output). For the FEISwe have assumed

noohange of mine life,

117.52
The referenced statement is an accurate description of the status of wetland
regulation in Alaska andserves tonotify the reader that potential changesin
regulatory approach towetlands could affect the findings inthe FElS. The
FEIS considers the impacts to wetlands under current regulatory guidelines.
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2-3

H-70co

(pERMITS - STATE OF ALASKA) ADEc Burning Permit - The EIS
should describe the fate of any ash generated by open burning;
this ash could be considered a solid waste reguiring propar
disposal per 18 AAC 60.

The list of ADEC permits should include wastewater disposal
for domestic wastewater. It is not clear if wastewater has
been combined with the tailings pond outfall.

(PERMITS - STATE OF ALASKA/Solid Waste Management Permit) A)
The disposal of hazardous waste is not governed by a solid
waste permit. There is a separate permit process, for
hazardous waste (Title 18 Alaska Administrative Code Chapters
62 & 63); B) The facility will need to apply for a solid
waste disposal permit for the final waste rock disposal areas
and potentially the tailings (eee cover letter); C) ADEC
recommends that the Kensington Venture apply for any permit
more than 60 days from the start of operations to ensure that
the project will not be delayed in the event of ADEC~s receipt
of an incomplete permit application.

An ADEC wastewater disposal permit should be deecribed in this
section.

If there is a marine outfall, there will nead to be a
right-of-way permit obtained from the Department of
Natural Resources.

Under ‘Water Rights Permits*#, para. I, 1st sent., it is the
2&I!&. not the water itself , of course, that is #*attached to
the land~ when the appropriation is perfected. The sentence
should be rewritten, or the ‘become* ehould be *becomesw,
since its antecedent ‘rightw is singular.

Undar ‘Water Rights PermitsQ, para. 3, the issuing agency is
now-the Alaska Division of Water.

- ALTERNATIVES INCLUDINa PRoPOSED ACTION

(Project Lccation) The taxt references a new secondary adit
to be located at approximately the 1,600 foot elevation; this
access point is not shown on the map on page 2-3 (Figure 2-l).

(MITIGATIoN AND W.ANAGEWENT) Provide alternatives for
reclamation and closure. A conceptual Reclamation Plan is
provided in section C of the Applicant~s Proposal, but there
are no alternatives provided for this phase of the project.
Furthermore, the plans providsd seem to ba primarily concerned
with stabilizing and revegetating disturbed areas rather than
providing for the re-establishment of specific pre-project
values or the creation of other useful habitats. Can examples
be provided of areas that have been similarly reclaimed?

117.53
ADEC Burning Permits are required for open burning of slash when black
smoke is generated. The Kensington Venture will obtain this permit as part of
their construction program, as required.

Apermit isrequired foroperating anincinerator atthe project, Ash generated
inan incinerator must redisposed of in unapproved ash pit. Ash will be
mixed with cement toimprove handling characteristics. Ash from the
incinerator will be disposed of atan approved site. The ash generated in the
incinerator will be derived from normal domestic waste from the personnel
camp.

117.54
Domestic wastewater wilibesecondarily treated prior to discharge. It will be
piped tothetailings pond outfali and discharged, Domestic wastewater will

not be introduced directly to the pond.

117.55
The FEIS reflects your clarifying information on solid waste regulation in

Alaska,

117.56
The FEIS reflects your suggestion.

117.57
The FEIS reflects your clarifying information.

117.58
The FEIS reflects your clarifying information.

117.59

The text identifying the upper portal as 1600 foot elevation and Figure 2-1
showing thehelipad/portal at2000 foot have been reconciled. The upper
portal is at 2000 foot elevation,

117.60

Please see the discussion of Management, Mitigation, and Monitoring on DEIS
pages 2-41 through 2-48.

Examples ofsuccessfully reclaimed disturbances within the Kensington project
area are discussed in connection with the description of the existing
vegetation, (DEISpage 3-33, paragraph 2,column3), soils (DEIS page 4-41,
and wetlands (DElSpage4-43, and Iast paragraph and page 4-44, first
paragraph) resources found in the area.
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2-3

117.62
2-4

2-!$

111.(2J!

2-6

lq 6(

2-6

n-j%

Discussion of alternative ways to reclaim affected lande and
raters to ecuneuseful statue should also include discussion of
!Osts. Reclamation costs need to be considered Up front in
he EIS to determine their economic feasibility and
macticality ae well ae the cost of bonding.

Column 1, Last Paragraph) Given the concern for minimizing
Disturbance to wildlife, particularly siountein goats, what is
;he function of the two helipade described here and shown in
:igure 2-1 ? How often will they be used? Are they neceesery
for routine operation?

:WASTE ROCK STORAGE) The applicant projects the production of
approximately 400 tons (or 270 cubic yarde) of waste rock per
lay. Some of this would be ueed for construction’”’of the
:ailinga pond embankment, roads or foundations. Projected
:otal waste rock for the mine is esthnated at 1,200,000 cubic
fards.

3rovide additional information on projected waste rock. With
;osre alternatives, quarrying of additional rock will bs
~ecessary to meet construction material demands (page 2-18) .
?rovide the storage requirement (locations of proposed
storage sites, acreage needed, tests for geotechnical
suitability of sites, etc.) of proposed interim or permanent
3torage areas for waste rock. A eolid waete permit is
necessary for such permanent storage (see cover letter). Long
term storage eetimates should be madq.

Fhe Green8e Creek Mine on Admiralty Island, hee recently
iemonetrated that initial estimates of waste rock quantity may
be greatly underestimated at the pre-development phase of
project plenning. What are the odds that greater quantities
of waste rock will be generated? Where would any additional
waste rook be diepcsed?

Va;ious uses of waste rock are described, but “The remaining
waste, 1,080,000 cubic yarde must be either temporarily
stockpiled and utilized throughout the mine lifs”in tailings
dam construction or placed in a permanent waste rock dispoeal
site,m What are the various waste rook disposal sites
proposed for each of the alternatives?

(Underground Crushing/Underground Grinding Facilities) The
applicant has proposed to move grinding facilities to the
surface, with plans to mitigate noiee impacts. Air quality in
the mine is a concern. Provide estimates of additional noise
generation and impacts from fugitive dust if the grinding
facilities are relocated.

(ORE PROCESSING/Flotation) The Kensington Venture has
estimated a mill feed of 4000 tons of ore per day. This iS

117.61
Please see response no. 7.5.

117.62
The helipads shown at the main facilities area and the upper portal are for
emergency use and intermittent maintenance only. The upper pad is
especially needed asthere isnoroad tothe upper portal andacce$s is limited.

117.63
The need for additional quarry sites in the alternatives is driven by the timing
of waste rock availabtlit yrelativetothe need to construct certain facilities. The
problem is best illustrated in Alternative D where construction of the initial
tailings dam would require large quantities of rock that will not be available at

the time ofconstruction, This means that rock for the embankment wouldbe
quarried toconstruct the dam. Waste rock wouidthen not reutilized, Under

this alternative the permanent waste rock disposal site would be adjacent to
the lower portalas shown onpage 2-37 of the DEiS.

117.64

The waste rock projections in the FEIS are the best available at this time.
There are currently no contingency plans for additional waste rock disposal.
However, the site adjacent to the lower portal is a reasonable contingency
Iocetion since it is proposed to be used as either a permanent or temporary
storage site in all alternatives.

117.65
Please seethe complete project descriptionsin FElSChapter2.

117.66
The noise impacts and dust impacts of both surface and underground grinding
are fully disclosed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS

1t7.67
Estimates of ore and waste production were providedby the Kensington
Venture asaresult of their mine planning efforts, They areoverall life-of-mine

numbers, Large short term variationsin waste production are expected. This
should notinfluence the assessment of impacts astheyare largely driven by

total quantities of these materials produced rather than by rates of production.
The one notable exception is the need to produce sufficient waste rock for
dam construction under Alternative B.
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2-6, 2-

11~.c$

2-7

2-7

117.70

“.ten times the fiqure eetimated
‘ on page 2-4. (See also r)aae=–J—
oreJwaste rock removal Drocese

9

for waste rock production cited
117.68

A-7) . The selectivity of the Additional mitigation is analyzed in the FEIS.
appe=a to be highly efficient.

Provide additional in”fomation in the EIS on how these
estimates were derived and whether such efficiency is
predicted throughout the mine life of 12-14 years. If the
ratio of ore-bearing rock versus waate rock should change
during the run of the project, tailings and waste rock etorage
estimates should be adjusted accordingly.

, and 2-48 deal with the mill and power plant sites and
preferred alternative. Alternatives other than relocation
should ba evaluated to mitigate noise and fugitive dust
concerns. ,.

(ORE PROCESSING/Tank Cyanidation) WA lime slurry is added to
maintain a pE greater than 12 (emphasis added) as the
concentrates move into a series of tanka where cyanide is
added. A high pH is needed to prevent the cyanide from
volatilizing into the air as hydrogen cyanide. Approximately
25 to 30 pounds of lime would be used per ton of concentrated
(2 to 4 tOIIS of lime per day) for pH control.!q Provide a
bettar definition of thepn conditions expected in the process
and how they will be controlled. The ineert on page 2-8
@lieS that alkaline chlorination conditions are between 10.5
and 11.5 for this process.

Mill process water at the Greens Creek mine, for example, is
highly variable; pH readings greater than 11 hava been
measured in the tailings pond there and receiving water
effluent has exceeded NPDEs regu%rements. Greens creek pH
control is further complicated by the production of organic
acids by the muskegs that drain into the tailings pond. pH
control has proved to be difficult at Greens Creek. While not
implying that Kenaington*s operation wi3.1 experience similar
prpblame, DEC will expect compliance with NPDES permit
requirements for a 6 - 8.5 pll range for the effluent. (the
Alaska Water Quality Stsndards for receiving waters pH is 6.5
- 8.5).. Address procass plicontrol, especially identification
of reagents that will be used specifically for pll control.
140re information on pH monitoring and corrective measures
should be provided.

(PREPROCESSING/Tank Cyanidation) t~s?odiumcyanide usage would
depend on the concentrate grade, and may vary from 5 to 10
pounds per ton of concentrate.n The potential doubling of
cyanide ueage, depending on ore grade, results in broad
estimatea of prcject cyanide and other reagent usage. It also
implies variable gradee of ore, which affects mass balances of
reagent use, planning for on-site storage of reagenta, and
estimates Of tailings that have undergone cyanidatiOn.
Examine the assumptions made on uniform or variable ore grade

117.69

Greens Creek has recently installed an advanced treatment system to remove
residual cyanide metals, solids, and maintain aconstant pHto the holding

pond. Theacidic muskegmatetial that thepond wasconstructed over results
in a slightly reduced pH when compared to the mill effluent.

Effluent pHcontrol improbably theeasiest parameter to satisfy. Either miller
final effluent pH can, if necessary, be adjusted by the addition of acid or base
to ensure that the final permit requirement is metat the point of compliance.
This is mandated by other federal and State laws.

117.70

Please refer to response 93.18 regarding ore variability throughout the life of
the project.

Regarding cyanide consumption and pilot plant effluent studies conducted by
the Kensington Venture, the following explanation is provided. Initially in the
test work several parameters were evaluated to determine the optimum gold
recovery and limiting criteria. These included theeffect of fineness of grind,
preparation andpH, lead nitrate addition, retention times and solution change
and cyanide concentration. These studies by Lakefield (1990), Iike the ore
variability tests, do not indicate significant variations in cyanide consumption
utilizing the carbon-in-leach procedure. Gold recoveries in the range of 97
percent were consistently achieved. Theoptimum cyanide requirement
(NaCN)is 2.51bs/ton of ore. Itshould reemphasized that akeyobjectiveof
the studies conducted in Lakefield Prowess Reoort No.4: The Recovewof
@M (January, 1990)involves theinvestigation of thevariability of other zones
in the ore body and the effect on the standard flowsheet.
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117.70

2-7

117.71

2-7

117.71

2-a

117.72

111.75

117,74

117.75

hroughout the life of the project, and how theee grades
ffect estimates of cyanide and other reagent ueage. Explain
ow the cyanide concentrations used in the pilot plant
ffluent quality studies were obtained.

ORE PROCESSING/Tank Cyanidation) #*Leachtailings are then
ombined with the pre-cyanidation flotation tailings ...and
lumped to the tailings pond.m Provide the rationale for
!ombiningtreated and non-treated tailinge and whether it is
based on toxicity reduction through mixing of more or less
nert tailinge with treated tailings, or other consideration.

‘Gold Recovery) The non-product slag from the gold r~covery
!urnace (if any) ie not among the procees solid wastes listed
.n 40 CFR 261.4(b)[7)(i) &(ii) and 18 AAC 62.020, that are
!xemptedfrom being hazardous wastes. So the furnace slag is
I solid waste upon which a hazardous waste determination
;hould be conducted under 40 CFR 262.11.

[ORE PROCESSING/Chemical Cyanide Destruction) *~Alkaline
chlorinationrepresents the best available treatment proceee
for cyanide destruction at Kensington (Lakefield Research,
1990). If necessary, secondary treatment procese would be
amployed to meet discherge standards required by ADEC and
EPA. w The State is encouraged that the applicant has
researched the technologies available for cyanide treatment
and has shown a willingness to employ additional treatment, if
necessary, to meet permit water quality standards. If
possible,describe options for additional treatment (settling,
ion exchange), including possible trade-offe such as more
surface disturbance for settling facilities or increased
reagent usage.

Because of analytical limitations, it may not be possible to
measure cyanide concentrations at state water quslity level.
Ex@ain how the need for additional treatment will be
determined.

What types of additional treatment are envisioned here?
Discuss treatment ae an alternative to a mixing zone.

Presumably, the current plan of tailings effluent disposal is
based on what is economically practicel as well as what ie
physically or chemically possible. However, this stetement
(quotation above) leads one to conclude that there are other
viable treatment alternatives which have not been addressed.

The Forest Service should also be aware that cyanide detection
methods, uee of totel, free and wesk acid dissociable cyanide,
cyanide permits limits and trend analyeis of cyanide results
encompase some technical concerns that ADEC, EPA and current

117.71

Of the total tailings stream, leach tailings contain the largest fractionof
material with acid producing potential, Flotation tailings contain significant

amounts of material with acid buffering capability. Mixing thetwo streams is
needed to produce a final product with self buffering capability rendering the
total waste stream non-acid generating. Please seepage 4-41 inthe DEIS.

117.72
Please see response no. 93.13.

117.73
The measurement of ambient cyanide criteria concentration are generally
beyond thecapabilities occurrent accepted anal~ical techniques. While
several methods are experimentally used for lower level analysis
(chromatographic analysis of specific species) these techniques are not
available tomostlaboratories norare they accepted by EPA.

117.74
Please see responses no, 86,4 and 93.13.

117.75

Please see response no. 86,4.
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mining operatora have not resolved. Further details will be
provided in the Statees comments on the project NPDES permit.

> 117.77
&m

(Alkaline Chlorination) Ie it accurate that “Alkaline
Chlorination is the most widely recognized cyanide destruction
process based upon operation experience and engineering
expertiaew ?

Review of the literature on cyanide and cyenide destruct
practices revealed the following:

Alkaline chlorination ie the most widely recognized
destruction process used in the mining industry in terms of
engineering expertise and operating experience. However, WC
Gill and Combs (1990)t note that Wthe residual chlorine
compounds present can be toxic to aquatic life. In the caee
where decant waters are discharged, the solution will require
dechlorination. Addition of SO or sodium sulfite has been
effective in dechlorination of tie solutions.tt

117.76
They conclude

that if “removal of iron cyanides is not required and the Please see response no. 93.13 JMM (1992)

initial thiocyanates are low, not causing prohibitive chlorine
consumption, alkaline chlorinationprovides a viable treatment 117.77
method for the removal or weak-acid-diseociable cyanide and
metals. Although this method of cyanide destruction hae been

Please see response no. 93.13.

used in the mining industry for years, it is often being
replaced by new generation techniques such as the oxidative
hydrogen peroxide and S02/airproceeses.n

Scott (1989)2reported that of 50 canadian mills which ueed
cyanidation in 1988, 23 (46%) used cyanide destruction, 10
used the so fair process, 12 used H202.The one mine which used
alkaline ch~orination to destroy cyanide in 1988 switched to
H202 in 1989. Alkaline chlorination was the first cyanide
destruct process used in Canada, but it has “almost fallen
into disuse in favor of more effective and less costly methods
(Scott 1989).W Scott concludes that Itthechief disadvantages
of alkaline chlorination are: the inability to remove iron
cyanide, the cost, and the occurrence of residual’’chlorine at
concentrations toxic to fish, to name just three.og

‘l’heINCO process (sulfur dioxide in air) and the Degussa

1 McGill, S. and P. Combs. 1990. A review of exieting cyanide
destruction practices. Proceedings of the Nevada
Wildlife/HiningWorkshop, Nevada Mining Association and Nevada
Department of Wildlife, Reno, Nevada p. 172-185.

2 Scott, .7.s. 1989. An overview of gold mill effluent
treatment. In: Environment Canada, et al. sponsors;
Proceedings, Gold Mining Effluent Treatment Seminars. p. 1-36.
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117.79
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process (hydrogen pyroxide) are briefly mentioned, but listed
%s being not euitable for the ore type. Due to the publicity
the other proceesea have received, especially the INCO procees
dhich is utilized at Mccoy Cove and also which Echo Bay
proposee to use at AJ, it ii important to provide more detail
for the reader as to why the Alkaline Chlorination process is
the best one for these orss and site.

(TAILINGS DISPOSAL) Regardless of which alternative andjor
method decided upon for final tailings dispoeal, the tailings
disposal site may requtre a solid waste permit (see cover
letter).

(TAILINGS DISPOSAL/Wet Tailings Disposal Sites) ‘@Review of
the dam design would be conducted by the Forest Service and
the City and Borough of Juneau. The final deeign approval
would be provided by the Alaska Department of Natural
Resources dam eafety engineer.*l Describe any agency oversight
on inspection of the darn throughout the life of the project
and whether adherence to the original design or modifications
thereto will be revtewed by the Forest Service and vNR. Since
the dam will be built in stagee, there ehould be periodic
engineering inspection.

(TAILINGSDISPOSAL/WetTailings Dispoeal Sites) ~lBorrow areas
would be confined to the teilings basin to minimize the
disturbance area and increaee the cap,acity of the structure.”
The State ie encouraged thst the applicant ie minimizing the
waste rock produced by the mine. In the Sherman Creek
disposal option, there may be a need for additional waste rock
for construction which will require quarrying till deposits.
In this case, the applicant will minimize the visual impact of
the quarrying eince the area will be covered and reclaimed
within khs tailings basin.

Fu~ther description is needed on how these borrow sites within
the tailings basin will be excavated: depth of sites, storage
capscity ,for water within them before they are’ covered by
tailings impoundment water, and how the tailings beach concept
will be sffectecl by these sitee. Although this seams a very
attractive option in concept, provide more information on how
these borrow sites will affect the operation of the tailings
facility.

(TAILINGSDISPOSAL/WetTailings Disposal Sites, column 1) The
diversions of Ophir and Sherman Creeke should be displayed in
a map or plan form. Figure 2-5 does provide a minimal amount
of detail of the proposed ophir Creek divereion but the
diversion, water supply intake, energy dissipator and pipeline
for the Sherman Creek Diversion are not shown.

117.78
Comment noted,

117.79
ADNRwill approve each modification tothe dam prior to construction
proceeding. ADNR, CBJandthe Forest Service will work cooperatively to
assure adequate monitoring of dam construction.

117.80
Engineering details ontheborrow sites arenotavailable atthis time. Having
quarry areas within the impoundment should not affect thin layered deposition
oftailings behind the dam.

117.81
Engineering design level details of these structures are not required for the
evaluation of environmental impacts.
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11782

117.83

2-1o

117.84!

2-11

117.85

~ote also that the habitat values of these stream reaches
#hould be discussed in the description of the existing
Environmentin Chapter 3. Some oe thie information is pravided
Ln Chapter 4, page 4-3s where it is stated that Wtheee
inversionswould be fatal to fish residing within the natural
stream channele.w

l’heeeproposad stream diversions are also an example of how
specificrestoration plans to return affected lands and watera
Lo their former uses are not provided. The applicsnt’s
prOPOSal (Appendix A, Part C) appaare to concentrate on
zonetructingstable etream channels but says nothing of their
value aa fish habitat.

(TAILINGS DISPOSAL/Wet Tailings Disposal Sites) %urface
flows acrosa the tailings would be contained in a lined and
riprapped channel with overbank containment. All areae would
ba revegetated as required by the Foreet Service (Knight and
Piesold and SNK, Ltd., 1990).W Address any potential long-
term water quality impacts due to failure of streambed liners,
infiltration and seepage through the tailings pile, and flood
potential in these rechannelized streams. A probable maximum
Elocd and estimated average and peak flows through these
channels ehould be provide& If severe flooding were t.ooccur
over the relatively flat tailings area bafore extensive
revagetation occurs, the engineered channel structure may
fail or need repair. High sedimentation rates could result.
Long term monitoring requirements should be outlined.

(ConventionalTailings Disposal) ‘Tailings would be pumped as
a slurry to a disposal site. Water used in the process would
be treated and recycled to the extant possible, depen~ing on
tha aeaeon and tho amount of preaipitatiom fallimg om the
kailimga pond. (Smphaeis addad). New Source Performance
Standards for gold minss apply to this project (40 CFR
44p.lo4). Section (2)(i) of these standards states:

In the event that the annual precipitation falling on the
treatment facility and tha drainage area “exceeds the
annual evaporation, a volume of water agual to the
difference betwaen annual precipitation falling on the
treatment facility and the drainage area contributing
surface runoff to the traatment facility and annual
evaporation may be discharged ...

Provide details onhoweeasonal net precipitation figures will
be derived over the project area. Provide information on the
capacity of the tailings pond during low flow condktiona and
how annual net precipitation is allocated during a year’s
operations. The applicability ot the net precipitation
provision in the NSPS could be better described and related to
project flow eetimates.

117.82
Stream habitat and associated fish populations in Sherman and Sweeny
creeks were intensively surveyed in$ummer 199t; these data are summarized
inthe FEIS (see Chapter 3).

117.83
The first priority would be to establish stable stream channels, as these would
beimportant toprotect water quality and fish production. Specific details of
how these channels would be constructed are not necessary for the EIS;
detailed engineering of stream channel components would occur in a future
phase of the project. Seealso theresponse to Comment 111.12.

117.84
Comment noted. PIeaserefer to Chapter 4, Sutiace Water Hydrology, Tailings
Disposal.

117.85
Seasonal net precipitation figures have been derived for the project area by
evaluating rainfall data from nearby weather stations. Monthly precipitation

data was then adjusted to account for the elevation difference between the
weather station and the mine site.

Annual precipitation is allocated on a monthly basis according to long-term
records from the Eldred Rock weather station. This method of annual
precipitation distribution provides for a statistically correct allocation of rainfall
for the project water balance correlating monthly rainfall with monthly
evaporation data.

Awaterbudget summary isdiscussed in Chapter 40fthe FElS. The budgst
addresses input andoutput from thevarious water supplies. Average values
are discussed for:

Slurry
Direct precipitation
Runoff outside the tailings beach
Seepage recovery and runoff
Treated camp/mill discharge
Diversion leakage
Recycled mill water
Evaporation

All these factors affect the net precipitation discharge allowance, as discussed
in the FEIS.
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11~%

2-13

11187

2-16

l?~,~

2-17

Ily.w

2-17

117.QJ

2i&@
2-22

117.9
2-25

117.9

(Dewatared tailings disposal) Provide additional information
on why ths dewatsred tailings option is not considered a
suitable diepoeal teohniqua for the Kensington projsct.
Climate, moisture aapacity of the tailings, mining method
editability and use of dewetered tailings for backfill should
be described. State whether this teahnique has bsen used
effectively at othsr gold mines in areas of high
precipitation.

(HOUSING AND TRANSPORTATION/Slate creek cove) Purther
investigate the Slata Creek Cove tarminel option with regards
tot safety of offloading fuel end matarials, potential impact
to Berner’s Bsy in the event of spills, feasibility of joint
use if the Jualin Mina ia developad and whether high usage is
recommended for the anticipated grade and construction
techniques used for the approximately 8.5 miles of road.page
2-1!3figure 2-12. Figure naeds to be corrected to illustrate
proper locations of existing communities and tha projeot area.

(WATER SUPPLY) ‘If requirad, a groundwater field would
supplement surface water, weter from tha underground workings
or other alternative eources.w Provide information of the
water supply estimates that indicate supplementary waker
sources may be needed. Pagas 3-15 to 3-16 indicate that area
ground water 1s bicarbonate’ sodium sulfate, with pH levals
ranging from 6 - 9.9 end come elevated metals concentration
(iron and manganese). Pleaee provide information on how thesa
pH and metals lavele will affect the Wse of this water in the
milling proaess. Reduction of reaharge to streams should ba
addreeeed.

(Table 2-2, Chemicals andlleaqents} The term vmuriatic!acid”,
a commercial designation, should be replaced with
‘hydrochloric acidn, which if more descriptive. Since large
amounts of chlorine are to be usad in the milling procees,
this additional souroe of chlorine should be underscored by
using proper terminology.

(WASTE D15POSAL) ‘The policy of the Forest Service is not to
allow disposal of eolid waete landfills on National Forest
Syetem lands.” Explain how this will affact the tailin s and
waste rock disposal sitae. 1!The State is aware of ex sting
solid waste facilitiae on Foreet Serviae land.

(Sewage Disposal) Fleferenaeinthie section to ‘greywatern i!!!
incorreot. GrayWater doas not include domestic sewage.

(Off-siteOra Processing)Potential for off-site processing ie
adequately dascribed, although an economic comparkaonmdqht be
useful.

‘(Backfilling of tailings) Backfilling of tailings to themins

117.86
Thedewatered tailings technique isdiscussed fuflherinthe FElS. Specifically,
issues such as moisture sensitivity, compaction, and historical success are
addressed.

117.67
The effects of locating project access in Slate Creek Cove are fully displayed ir
Chapter 40fthe DEiS. The Forest Service sent areprint of Hgure2-12 to all
holders of the DEISon June 17,1991. Wehavetaken steps toassure that the
FEISdoes not repeat the printing error.

117.66
Water supply estimates indicate supplementary water sources for makeup will
be needed onlyduring extreme Iow flows. If this situation develops, mine
drainage or well field development could provide supplementary sources.
Groundwater found in the Sherman Creek drainage is of sufficiently good
quality foruseas process water. Milling operations will require process water
with a pH above the background range of 6 to 9,9 to prevent the formation of
hydrogen cyanide gas. Abicarbonate, sodium sulfate water type describesa
typical hard water characteristic that will not adversely affect the milling
process, Concentrations ofironand manganese above thedetection limitswi
also notadversely affect the milling process, The project is designed to

maximize recycle andreuse of water, Chapter 40fthe FEIS discusses the
hydraulic/water quality system within the tailings pond, and associated
treatment needs

117.89
Comment noted,

117.90
The DEIS contained too strong a statement on Forest Service solid waste
policy. There isnopolicy onsolid waste, only ageneral desire tolimit use of
Forest Service lands forsolid waste disposal sites. Solid waste as referred to
here means municipal, domestic and/or industrial household and other waste
normally landfilled. Tailings and waste rock donotfall under this
classification.

117.91
Comment noted.

117.92
The Kensington Venture has not supplied detailed commercial information to
the Forest Service on this topic and it is not needed to evaluate the feasibility
and impacts of the proposal,

117.93

Comment noted.
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2-28

?11. 94

2-29

> 117951
~ 2-32
ul

n-l%

2-33

117.97
2-34

117.9$

Stopee has been dismissed as an option because only S-12% of
the tailings could be accommodated due to the mining method
employed, mine geometry, S1OW dewatering rate of the tailings,
nnd scheduling limitation (page 2-26). The backfilling of
only the flotation (cyanide-treatad) tailings was not
considered due to potential of acid mine drainage from the
pyritic material. Mine safety is another reason cited in
removing this option from consideration.

The State is not advocating backfilling of any tailings et
thie point in our review. The Final EIS, however, could
better separate out environmental impacts (positive and
negative) of backfilling treated or untreated tailingk as
oPposed to considerations such as mining method and scheduling
limitations that appear to be based on technical rath~r than
environmental considerations.

(Echo Cove Terminal) A new boat launch and parking lot have
just been completed at Echo cove, and the facility is
receiving increased levals of use. An analysis of this
growing public use should be done prior to siting a major
marine terminal in Echo Cove.

(Comet Beach Terminal and Daily Ferry Commute) A Kensington
Venture study on wave condition in Lynn Canal and landings at
Comet Beach ie cited but not referenced in this eection.

(ALTERNATIVE A - NO ACTION) ‘This alternative would serve ae
baseline for estimating the effecte of other options (40 CFR
1502.14)- A strict reading of 40 CFR 15012.14 does not
indicate that the No Action Alternative should serve ae
baseline. Although hietoric mining and logging at the site
does not render the affected lands ‘pristine**, the presented
No Action Alternative, with 15 acres of disturbance, doee not
adequately define baseline conditions. Baseline on water
quality, for instance, may better be represented by an
adjacent watershed, such as Sweeny creek, as a measure of pre-
developn!ent water quality during operations and at closure.
Use of the existing exploration site as the” No Action
Alternative assumes, in part, that the Sherman and Ophir Creek
drainages of the Preferred Alternative are the measure of
environmental baseline.

(ALTERNATIVE B - APPLICANT PROPOSAL) The table on surface
area disturbance does not indicate acreage for fuel storage
and laydown area. “Alternatives C, D and E indicate 6, 3, and
3 acres will be needed, respectively. Explain this
discrepancy.

(ALTERNATIVE B COMPONENTS) The figure and text do not indicate
sediment control points on site, paved areas, or runoff
collection. Provide information on how the two sedimentation

117.94
There arenofacilities planned for Echo Cove under any alternative. This was
an option which was evaluated and eliminated,

117.95

Thank you fornoting the oversight. Thestudy, entitled Transportation
Alternatives forthe Kensincrton Mine, wasconducted by Peratovich,
Nottingham &Drage, Inc. (PN&D, 1989). This reference has been includedin
the FEIS.

117.96

Analysis of the No Action Alternative ''provides abenchmark, enabling decision
makers to compare the magnitude of environmental effects of the action
alternatives.” (46 FR 18026) Thus, the DEISshould havaused the word
benchmark instead of baseline. This has been corrected inthe FEIS.

On the subject of what defines baseline conditions at the site, CEQ regulations
at40CFR 1502.15state only that ''the environmental impact statement shall
succinctly describe theenvironment of thearea(s) to be affected.'' This
definition does not impose any obligation to artificially construct a pristine
environment (untouched byhumans) atthesite prior to completing NEPA
analysis. Attempts todescribe theaffected environment intermsother than as
it exists atthe time of the analysi$ could lead to preposterous results.

Attempts to use the water quality data from another basin such as Sweeny

Creek todesctibe baseline in Sherman Creek would be similarly flawed. The
information available from Sweeny Creek can provide comparative analyses,
andas time passes, Sweeny Creek data can reconsidered control information
(assuming there isnotsignificant disturbance there). These uses of Sweeny
Creek data are very important to the long term observations of project
impacts, butthey represent the limit ofhow far the information canbe
extrapolated.

117.97

Dk.turbances under the various alternatives were cataloged under general
headings that bestdescribed the activity groupings of that alternative. In

Alternative B, the fuel storage and Iaydown areas are an integral component of
themarine terminal area andareincluded inthat disturbance acreage. In the
other action alternatives the fuel storage and Iaydown areas are separate from
other disturbance areas, therefore, designated separately. All facilities have
been accounted for in estimating disturbance under each alternative,

117.98
The sedimentation ponds will cease to function when the tailings pond reaches
its final elevation, Sterunoff will redirected into the tailings pond.
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ponde function when the maximum tailinga pond elevation hae
been reached. This ie of concern baeed on rUnOff control
probleme encountered at the Graens creek mine.

(MANAGEMENT, MITIGATION AND MONITORING) The lists of
monitoring objectivee, mitigation measures and iesues on pages
2-42 and 2-43 need to be relatad to epecific project features
and activities and their projected effects upon specific
habitats as part of a diecuaeion of the feasibility and
desirability of epeclfic alternative. Are these objectives
obtainable, who will pay for them and how much will they coet?

Under what conditions would the project be ehut down itithe
event that permit conditions are exceaded or not observed?

The nanagementimitigation tools needed to protect the
environment and wild resourcee ehould include a *~StopWork
Clauee.n Such a clausa would go into effect immediately when
a permitted level was exceeded (for example) erwlwould end
when the situation was corrected.

(MANAGEMENT, !41TIGATIOWAND MONITORING) llIfthe NO Action
Alternative iseelected, management,mitigation and monitoring
would not be required.* Emphasize that mitigat~on and
reclamation will be neceaaary for exietkng impacts from the
exploration program at tha site.

‘The Alaska Region Soil and Water Copeervation Handbook ...
would be the framework used to develop site specific [Beet
Management Practices] for the Kensington Project.m Bast
Management Practices (BMPe) are also a significant requirement
of the EPA NPDES permit (par 40 CFR 125.104). Detail the best
management practices required by the federal agencies and
explain their overlap. Pages 2-42 and 2-43 are helpful in
this ragard. One example of a BMP listed on page 2-43 is:
Implement additional wastewater treatment if unanticipated
watsr quality problenw occur. It can be argued that
additional wastewater treatment might be a BMP prior to the
occurrence of water quality problems. ..

(WAGSMENT, MITIGATION, AND MONITORING) Effluent and
receiving water monitoring ehould be added to the list of
Water quality monitoring objective.

(Water Monitoring Objectives - 2nd bullet item in liet)
Monitoring welle would be requirad for areae euch ae the
described waste rack etaraga facilities in the eolid waate
permite (see cover letter).

(Reclamation) State in discuaaion an reclamation iseues that
the Kensington praject must canform to the State af Alaska
Reclamation Act and Reclamation Regulations.

117.99
The Forest Service believes the objectives are attainable through
implementation of the measures listed in this section. The Kensington Venture
will be responsible for funding the mitigation measures listed in this section.

117.100
ChatNer20fthe FElS has been expanded to further address management and
mitigation objectives,

117.101
The FEIS has been revised to reflect your comment.

?17.102
Please see response no, 117.2.

117.103
The FEIS has been revised per your suggestion.

117.104
The FEIS has been revised per your suggestion.

117.105
The FEIS has been revised per your suggestion
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of the proposed
reclamation.

A discussion of the long term effects
must include more information on
concerned that reclamation plans should restore the ValUeS of
affected lands and waters as productive fish and wildlife
habitats, not merely provide for revegetation or
stabilization. Can examples of stream channel reconstruction
through tailings (as proposed for upper Shermsn Creek) be
provided?

(Interim Shutdown Measures) ‘During operationa, the Kensington
Project may experience temporary shutdowns or periods when
operations are curtailed.n Although economic reasons are
given in the text as poaeible causee for temporary or
permanent shutdown (such as metals prices and labor costs),
failure of environmental protection measures or environmental
accidents also constitute legitimate reason for shutdown and
should be added to this list.

‘(Reclamation, Management and Monitoring) Environmental
monitoring of the tailings impoundment, Sherman Creek below
the tailings dam, selected surface and ground water monitoring
sites, and sediment sites near the outfall should be included
in the reclamation plan and should be mentioned in this
section.

(Employee Camp) Helicopter uae in the area is likely to cause
abandonment of a large portion of tbe preferred mountain goat
hebitat in the Lion*e Head Mountain a,rea. While it is alwaye
technically possible to “’reduceW disturbance to wildlife by
altering helicopter flight paths, this does n& minimize
disturbance. This portion of the discussion should recognize
that alternatives featuring helicopter transport of employees

are most likely to cause habitat abandonment by local
wildlife, particularly mountain goats, and that there is very
little that cen be done to avoid thoee impacts. Mention that
mountakn goat habitats will be affected on the route batween
the Juneau Airport and Bernerts Bay. Habitat Capability
mapping of mountain goat habitats should be used to evaluate
potential. wildlife disturbance over the entire route of
proposed helicopter travel.

17

actions
We are

117.106

Additional information regarding reclamation, and in particular reclamation of
stream channels across the tailings impoundment, are provided inthe FEIS.

(It)EN’fIFIcATION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERWATIVE) Several
components of the applicants proposal were modified for the
Forest Service preferred alternative, including: underground
grinding, riprap channel to return flows to Sherman Creek, and
locating generators at Comet Beach. The applicant haa
indicated that, instead of these modifications, mitigation of
the impacts caused by the original designs will be offered.
Explain how the applicants request will be considered under
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.

The Forest Service has made three major changes to the

117.107

Thelist isnotintended to be exhaustive. There area multitude of factors
which could result in temporary shutdown including but not Iimitedto
economic and/or environmental conditions.

117.108

Monitoring ofwater quality and stability of the tailings impoundment as
outlined on DElSpages2-42 and 2-43 would continue through the reclamation
phases until the For;st Service and other applicable agencies determine that
these resources have been adequately protected by successful reclamation.

117.109

The DEIS has taken into account the effects of helicopter use and other noise
sourceson projected impacts to mountain goats. These projections do
indicate Iossof habitat as a direct result of noise avoidance (see DEIS page
4-48, DEW). Preliminary results of ADF&Gmonitoring studies of radio-collared
mountain goats in the Kensington study area indicate that mountain goats did
not use potentially high quality winter range above theminesite but that
displacement maynotbe asgreat asprojected bythe HSl models. There is
no evidence to indicate total abandonment of the Lion’s Head area. Further
monitoring will berequired tovalidate these initial findings.

Additional discussion regarding the differences in disturbance to mountain
goats related to transportation alternatives and the proposed helicopter
transportation corridor have been added to the FEIS.

117.110

The FEIS evaluates the mitigation proposed by the applicant as well as other
sucmestions. The Forest Service will usethis evaluation as part of its final--
selection of preferred alternative.
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117.115

relocating the power plant from the mill/;amp ar.%ato a-site
near Comet Beach ware added to mitigate noise. The applicant
may ba able to meet or better noise criteria through the uee
~f rubber linad ball and SAG mills, sound insulation in the
building and harming eround the mill building the mill.
Similar design parameters can also be utilized at the power
plant. Also, relocating the powerplant to Comet Beach
precludee the useful utilization of waste heat from the
facility, thereby requiring additional fuel tc be consumed to
meat camp and plant heating requirements. Compare and
evaluate these.

The key issues surrounding the divereion channel are: the
ability to meet instream flow requirement, water “duality
parameters,reclamation,habitat restoration,and availability
of a local source for riprap grade rock. The discussion of
the alternatives should focus on these issues.

(Comparison of Alternatives) Impacte cf the discharge of
tailinge pond effluent into Lynn Canal were identified es a
majcr scoping issue. No alternatives for pipeline or cutfall
locations diecuesed. Address alternatives.

REE - APFECTED EWVIROWNENT

Biological baseline informationon the affected environment is
generally lacking or incomplete. The following documents
(Attachments 3 and 4) havs raised this issue:

1. AQFG reviaw comments: ~Baseline Wildlife Studiee,
Kensington Uinen (letter to Ken Mitchell, U.S.
Forest Service, December 18, 1990)

2. ADFG review commente: MKeneington Freshwater and Marine
Biological Baeeline Studies (letter to Rich-.
Rlchlns, Kensington Project, January 17, 1991)

In addition, Forest Staff prepared a ‘Basaline,Monitoring and
Reclamation Neede Assessmentn which is included as Attachment
5. This ‘Needs Assessmentw includee freshwater and marine
fisheries habitat evaluations which we feel are essential to
answering public concerne expreseed during the ecoping
procees.

‘The Draft EIs is not based on sufficient information to
provide for minimum instream flows to protect fish habitats,
does not contain information on the use of nearshore hebitats
by outmigrant juvenile salmonid fishes, and cannot evaluate
effects of proposed stream diversions becauee habitat mapping
for these reaches is unavailable or incomplete. Nowever, this
information is being collected by Kensington Venture

117.111
Please eee response no. 117.110.

117.112
Comment noted.

117.113
Please see the FEIS for a discussion of alternative outfall locations.

117.114
Please seeresponses no.5,2, 98.8, 99.29 and 111.12.

117.115
Data collected in 1991 has been incorporated into the FEIS.
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contractor. Temperature and stream flow gauges were
installed in Sherman and Sweeney creeks in Hay 1991, and an
Dutmigrant salmonid migration study in the vicinity of Point
Sherman was also conducted in May 1991. Stream habitat mapping
❑rveys are plenned in the near future. This information
should be included in the EIS.

(GEOLOGY) Provide references for the information in this
section, specially relating to sulfide content of the ore.

(GEOTECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS) The State defers comment on
earthquake potential in the area to the Department of Natural
Resourcee during its dam safety engineering review. The
concept of ground acceleration as a measure of dam stability
versus quake magnitude should be better described: Dam
failure and subsequent accidental release of mine tailings has
generated considerable interest during the comment period.

(Figure 3-S, Earthquake Damage Potential) The figure shows a
designation for Zone 4 (major damage) in the legend, but does
not show it on the map.

(Sherman Creek Watershed) Para. 1 regarding stream flow
monitoring periods leaves uncertain whether, for instance,
wintsr low flows of 889 were measured. (Gold Creek nesr Juneau
had extended low flows during this period.) This information
might better be presented as a table allowing all monitorad
periods to be specified.

(SURFACEWATERQUALITY/Sherman Creek) “Surfacew aterquality
data for the Sherman Creek drainage were obtained from four
monitoring stations.n Since Station 104 wae later moved and
tha number changed to Station 109, only two baeeline locatione
were actually used to derive the surface water quality
estimates presented in Table D2-3. Any implications of the
non-continuous uee of Station 104 on the surface water quality
projections, and reaeons for the Station’s relocation, should
be given.

‘Elevated concentrations of nitratee were noticed in the
Kensington Project area surface streams and ground water
during the monitoring period beginning the summer of 1988.W
Further description is given of the possibility of high
nitrate readinge resulting from unexploded ammonium nitrate
explosives (ANFo). AOEC and the Forest Service hydrologist
determined that the elevated cyanide readings obtained at that
time were due to positive interferences with the cyanide
analysis procedure. Provide further description of the
effects of high natural or induced nitrate concentrations on
the compliance detection limits and permit limitations of
cyanide (total, WAD and free).

1“17.116

(he Kensington Venture has provided information on geochemical
characterization of the ore.

117.117
The State of Alaska, Dam Safety Division hascommissioned an independent
review of the dam design which has included adetailed analysis of the seismic
design parameters. lnputfrom this review will reincorporated into the final
dam design.

117.118
Earthquake Damage Potential Zone4 has been addedto Figure 3-5.

117.119
Additional low flow data is presented in Chapter 3, Surface Water Hydrology,
Description of Watersheds.

117.120

Station no. 104 was moved down stream approximately 900 feet to a more
stable stream section with abetter hydraulic cross section and less bed load
movement. It was felt that the new station, no. 109, would show less effect
from changes in stream geometry than station no, 104.

117.121
Please see, responses tocomment Nos. 93.24, 93.25, and Chapter3, Surface
Water Hydrology, Surface Water Quality,
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The elevated nitrate concentrations in Ophir Creek, deecribad
above, were obeerved during the winter months (February 198S,
and December, 1988j October, 1989 to February, 1990) acccrding
to data re-ivea by ADEX2. Thie met be considered when these
results are uead as baseline data. For instance, mummer date
should net be compared to winter baseline data.
.

An additional sampling station, Station 110, was added to
Upper Ophir Creek in eupport cf ADEc wastewatar disposal
permit 9111-DBO03. This upstream eample serves as the
unaffected upstream measurement for compliance. This sampling
station ehould be noted on Table D2-1.

(OCEANOGRAPHY/General Circulation Patterne) ‘tThe resulting
circulation is sufficient for continuous, at least ft%fuent,
flushing of tha canal (t4cLain,1969). A flushing rate fcr
LynirCanal of approximately 54-60 days has been estimated by
RESCAW coneultante. The Uee of tha older McLain reference and
not the more recent estimates by IZESCANis puzzling. The EIS
should better define flushing rate in the Canal as this ie a
key concern cf local usere of the Canal with personsl
experience of its tides and currents.

(AquaticResources) It wculd be useful if the EIS could relate
the data prasented in relation to how many species of fish or
other organieme could be affeoted by the discharge. A very
general etatement would be adaquate but wculd put the
potential effect from the diecharge ~n perspective.
.

(Figure 3-15) What engineering work has been dona to insure
that the proposed outfall pipe and diffuser are properly
supported, or that the proposed alignment is feaeible?

Figure 3-15 shows a precipitous change in depthe from the
ahore into deeper water. What ie the risk of submarine
‘landslideeW or other geophysical hazards (ie. winter storms)
to--theintegrity of the pipeline?

What types of habitat are preeent along the pipeline route and
at the proposed diffuser location? Will the pipeline be
buried in the intertidal zone?

“How could a pipeline break or leak be detected or repaired
underwater? Would such repaire ba poesible at most timee of
the year?

‘In meetinge with a committee from “Tha Allianca For Juneaufe
Futuran gillnetters sxpreesed concern that the anchcrage area
at Point Sherman might not be usable or that a draqqing anchor
could cause a DiDeline break if the current nrooosal is
adopted. The - a-lternative
discharging it south of Point

of piping the e;fl;ent -and
Sherman shculd be investigated.

117.122
The FEIS has not repeated the extensive data tabulation found in Appendix D
of the DEIS. Thedata has been used in evaluating project impacts Copies of
baseline data are available for review in the EIS planning record at the Juneau
Ranger Dk.trict

117.123
Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS which presents an expanded discussion of the
wastewater submarine discharge andtothe support document Kessler and
Vigers (1992) foramore complete discussioni

117.124
This matter is clarified in the FEIS (see Chapter 4).

117.125

OUtfall construction would difficult in the surf zone and out to a depth of 30 to
50 feet where wave induced velocities would be low enough to have minimal
scour, In shallow water (less than 30t050foot depth) the wave induced
velocities would be enoughto move the largest available rip-rap. Pipe

installation in that zone would have to be buried and adequately protected.
This can be accomplished using a blasted trench with concrete pipe
encasement, a bored pipe route through thecritical zones, ora combination of
these techniques.

Below the critical velocity zone, the pipe can reinstalled using more standard

methods such as weighted pipe laid onthe,bottom. Measures to Iimit anchor
damage would be necessary. High density polyethylene pipe would likely be
used. This pipe can beusedin either of theinstallation options currently
being considered.

To verify the pipe route and some of the possible installation issues, sampling

programs and observation dives have been made by Dames and Moore and
the Oregon Institute of Oceanography. Thedivers noted that the bottom near
shore istypically rocky and well scoured, there are numerous off-shore
benches that have well scoured sand deposits that appear to move with wave
action (i.e., significant ripples in the sand deposits) and the bottom appears to
be rock with thin sand deposits on some of the benches.

Nounexpected formations were noted during tests or observations, The
proposed alternatives for outfall installation should not be limited by the
bottom conditions noted. Theprimary factor controlling outfall installation will
be the wave forces irr the shallower waters and potential anchor damage in
deeper water, The final alignment would resurveyed toverify conditions priol

to installation.

117.126
A horizontal scale has been added to the figure in the FEIS to better present
the fact that the average gradient along the proposed outfall alignment is
about 19 percent. Seealso response no. 99.9,
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Precise alignments for the two alternative discharge sites have not been -0

determined. Such precision isnotconsidered necessary to assess impacts, It ,@

is unlikely that unique habitat would be located preciselyon the pipeline ID”
n

alignment requiring agreater level of resolution in impact analysis than is
being done.

I~The pipeline would be buried in the intertidal zone,
E

117.128
The underwater portion of the pipeline and diffuser would be monitored by a
manometer/alarm system, Problem situations would be detected by pressure
losses, Repair of any break/leak could be effected in-place underwater at any
time of the year, depending on the wind/weather in Lynn Canal.

Outfall pipeline leaks or breaks could be easily detected by standard SCUBA
dive observation down to a depth of 100 to 130 feet. For deeper installations,
more technical gas diving or Remote Operated Vehicle (ROV) observations
would be necessary. ROV’S are typically not available in Juneau and lease for
over $4000 per day with support vessel and crew out of Seattle,

Once observed, leaks above the 100 to t 30 foot depth would be repaired.
Divers would band clamp small leaks, Pipe break repair would most likely
require a ship with heavy winch or crane capability to move the pipe ends and
possibly lower sections of pipe to replace damaged pipe,

The NPDES Permit will incorporate a detailed Operation and Maintenance
Plan. Monitoring activities such as video surveys, diving inspections, etc. will
be described in detail in this plan.

117.129
Please see the FEIS for a discussion of alternative discharge locations.
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3-19 (Chemical Characterization of Water Quality) The sedimenk
Iamvlinu clescribed in the referenced Tables D3-3 and D3-4 mav

3-22

(17/?;

3-22

I17.134

3-2:

1/7.

3-23

lot- be ‘near enough to the permitted outfall to eerve a;
~aeeline. Provide a brief analysis of tha previoue data as to
Significant background concentration ae well ae deecribe any
mopoeed sediment sampling program once the outfall is
~ermittad.

[crab and Shrimp) l’hedata collected may notbe sufficient to
se representative of the actual crab and shrimp populations.
:rab and shrimp pots were set out only during one seaaon,
]eing a limited number of pote and keeping them in the water
!or only a relatively ehort time. Only one overnight set was
lone. Additional pots should be eet for longer times, during
>ther eaasons and using more crab and shrimp pots. “’”

;oonstripe shrimp will be used for the NPDES bioaseay tests
tindinformation about thie species in the project area would
Da useful.

#e need to know if there are seasonal differences in
abundance, are there on-shorejoff-shore migrations, when ara
planktonic larva in abundance, how do marine currents and
iepth/salinity profiles affect their distribution, ie there a
nursery area, what role Berners Bay plays in their life
sycles, *tc. Additional eurveys should be conducted in
poseible locations for the marine pipaline and outfall.

(Other Project Area Speciee, third coiumn) Considering their
location and ecological difference, the inference that data
on larval fishee found in Auke Bay are representative of the
species composition and time of occurrence of thoee found in
the project area, may not be appropriate. Independent etudiee
of the project araa are neadad to verify such an aeeumption.

(third column, last paragraph) This old reference is not
relevant. Pollock were over-abundant in Lynn Canal in tha
early to mid-1970s. Their populations crashed in the late
1970e and have been at a low ebb eince. There have been other
local species composition changes during the laet twenty years
as well, e.g., an increaee in ealmon abundance, a decreaee in
barring, true cod, and tannar crab abundance, etc. Aleo,
eulachon is a speciee of smelt.

(first column, firet paragraph) Anadromous species should
include eulachon (~haleichthvs Dacifi~). Thie anadromous
species ie abundant in the area during the month of May and is
extremely important to the local nativee and wildlife during
that time. Major spawning eysteme inolude the Chilkat,
Chilkoot, and Berners Rivers.

(laet paragraph) The salmon epecies passing through Lynn

117.130
The scaling legends shown on Figures 2-2,2-3and 2-4 of the report entitled
Kensincrton Proiect: Lvnn Canal OceanoaraDhic Data ReDort (Rescan 1990),

are incorrect. For example, the Figure 2-2 legend should range from O to 5
kilometers and not O to 50 as shown, This factw of 10 error is largely
responsible for the reviewer’s concerns about sparsely and distantly located
baseline sampling stations.

Sediment traps designed to measure the naturally occurring particle deposition
rate were deployed for two months at a time at three depths and three
locations off Pt. Sherman between September 1988 and April 1989 (see
Rescan, 1990). The settled material recovered from these traps was analyzed
by Analytical Services Laboratory in Vancouver, B.C. for dry weight, volatile
and non-volatile fractions and heavy metal concentrations,

Traps located near the bottom (i.e., >280 m depth) typically recorded particle

flow rates five times higher than at shallower depthe, The proximity of these
deep traps to the bottom suggests a contribution by sediment resuspension.
The mean annual calculated TSSdeposition rate in Lynn Canal is between 278
and 2,030 gm/m2, with a best professional judgement estimate of 897 gm/m2
(Kessler and Vigers, 1992).

Sediment willbe monitored as a requirement of the NPDES permit (see
Appendix D), Sampling would involve sediment traps in the area of the cutfall,

bottom sediment chemistry in this same area and TSS in the tailings

impoundment. The number of sampling stations, frequency, and other
components of the program will be determined once the final outfall location is
selected,

117.131
Please see response no. 5.2.

117.132

Please see response no. 5.2,

117.133

Please see response no. 5,2.

117.134
Please see response no, 5.2.

117.135
Eulachon has been added to the species list,
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Canal are, in order of magnitude, sockeye, chum, pink, coho,
and chinook.

(second paragraph) There has been a considerable number of
coded wired tagged (CWT) chinook that have been harvested and
reported in recant years. Although these fish are of mixed
stock origin, the majority of CWT chinook harvested in Lynn
Canal have been Chilkat River system and Alaska hatchery
origin. Chilkat River chinook are known to rear almost
exclusively in the inside marine waters of northern southaast
Alaaka.3

(Juvenile Use of Marine Habitats) This section provides a
discussionof the nearshore movements of outmigrant salmon fry
and smelts, and should address the public concern that these
juvenile salrnonida may mill and feed in the Point Sherman area
in the proposed mixing zone for tailings pond effluent
discharge.

/
(third column) Literature references regarding juvenile
salmonid behavior in Chatham Strait and lower Lynn canal may
not be relevant to the project area. In any case, such
studies fall short of answering the questions posed above
concerning biological studiee (see page s-6 comment) and
Berners River stocke.

What prey species are available to the young salmon, of those
available which they prefer,, and what role Bernars Bay pleys
in their life cycles also must be determined.

(third column, second to last paragraph) There seems to be
some confusion re the ages of sockeye smelts expreesed as
years, and winter checks (annuli). Sockeye smelts leaving
Chilkoot and Chilkat Lakes are typically two to three-year-old
fish which possess one to two winter checks.

(tfiirdcolumn, last paragraph) Chilkat and Chilkoot Lakee are
believed to provide the meet important overwintering areas for
Dolly Varden in Lynn Canal. Dolly Varden overwintering at
Chilkat Lake are known to migrate past Pt. Sherman to the
Juneau, Hoonah, and Gustavus areas.b

‘Palhke, K.A., Uecum, R. Marshall, 1990. Migratory Patterns
and Fishery Contributions of chilkat River Chinook Salmon. Ak.
Dept. Fish and Game, Fishery Data Series No. 90-50, 32p.

‘Erickson, R.P., A.Schmidt and R. Marshall. 1990. Northern
Southeast Alaska Dolly Varden Research and Creel Surveys in Haines
and Sitka, 1988-1989. Ak. Dept. Fish and Game, Fishery Data Series
No. 90-46. 3op.

117.136

Comment noted.

117.137
Comment noted.

117.138
Additional material is includedin the FEISon this matter. See also response
no, 99.29,

117.139
Please see response no. 5.2,

117.140
Given that no significant impacts are projected on prey organisms of young
salmon, such studies are unnecessary. See response no. 5.2 for a further
discussion on this level of detail.

117.141

The comment is one of semantics. There are several different systems on
referring to age from winter checks. Dr. R,E. Foerster discusses these
differences in his book The Sockeve Salmon, Orrcorhvnchus rwka, where he

points out how certain institutions have their own preferences for aging
terminology. Under the system used by the individual making this comment,
a fish that emigrates shortly after emergence (i.e., as a fry) would be
considered a one year old fish. This fish would not have a winter check on its
scales. By the terminology adopted in the EIS, a fry emigrant would be an
age-O fish; a fish migrating after overwintering for one winter would be an age-
1 fish or a yearling (though the fish would be in its second year of life).
Chilkat and Chilkoot sockeye typically emigrate as age-1 and age-2 fish.

117.142

Comment noted,
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3-27
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3-27

1/7.145

p 3-28

1! 117.146
3-30

117./47’

i17.I@

3-31

117.149

(AdUlt Migrations Through The project Area, second paragraph)
:hinook salmon return between ~d+lay through July, not mid-
rune through July.

(Sherman Creek, Column 3) The Kensington Venture will begin
five additional studies of these drainages during the 1991
Field season:

kquatic Habitat Characteristics
Freshwater Habitat Use by Juvenile Salmonids
Stream Diversion Impacts to Resident Fish/Fish Habitat
spawning Migrations of Adult Salmon
Benthic Macroinvertebrates

In contrast, the Draft EIS reliee upon Buell*s 1990 work which
we found to be insufficient to describe these stream habitats
or to prediot the impacts of specific features of the proposed
mining plan (eee attachment 4). Include the results of the
1991 studiee.

(Shermancreek, para. 1) The watershed area stated ae 3.8 sq.
mi. is incorrect; it is 4.01 sq. mi. at the mouth. The 3.8
sq. mi. figure should be used only with reference to the gage
location in use during the period of record 1914-1916.

(Sweeney creek) The mainstream of the middle reach of Sweeny
Creek is characterized as as type, which is not a type from
the classification key in Table 3-8.,
A2?)

(Poesibly a typo for

(Habitat Capability - Sherman and Sweeny Creeks) ‘Resulte of
hebitat modeling for Sherman Creek predict that the higheek
fish production potential in the dreinage per unit surface
area occure upstream from the proposed teilings impoundment.m
This,i.sprecieely the same portion of the drainage that,wlll
be--divertedand or placed in a pipeline.

‘The Sweeny Creek drainage appears to be cepable of supporting
fish production fer into the headwaters, and ailsuch, may
offer good potential for habitat enhancement ae a maane of
mitigation.” Clarify the enhancement on Sweeny Creek if tha
Sharman creek drainaga ie uead for tailings disposal. ADEC
water quality standards are designed to protect aquatic life
in thaee creeks.

(Intertidaland Subtidal Communities) Information ie provided
on population but no estimates are given on the fish and
bottom fieh deneities within the receiving waters near the
propoeed outfall. This information is needed for long-term
biological monitoring and possible effecte from the effluent.

117.143
The statement was based on the average catch patterns that have occurred in
the gillnet fishery and did not consider the earlier pattern of when fish actually

begin to enter the area. This is corrected in the FEIS.

117.144
Results of the marine and freshwater studies carried outin 1991 are included

In the FEIS (see Chapter 3),

117.145
The watershed area has been changed inthe FEIS.

117.146
As you suggest the classification in the DEIS was a typographical error. It has
been corrected in the FEIS. Since the DEIS was printed a debris torrent has
again altered the habitat in lower Sweeny Creek.

117.147
The comment is accurate, It is important to note the context of the statement,
however, since it refers to the relative production capabilities of the different
stream reaches. The model predicted that areas upstream of the anadromous
barrier have a greater potential for in-stream fish production than areas
downstream, but it has limitationsin predicting production capability inan
absolute sense. The model incorporated input data developed primarily from
anadromous stream reaches and was thought likely to overpredict production
in reaches above anadromous barriers, as noted in the first paragraph of
column three on page 3-3o of the DEIS.

The FEIS includes fish inventory data collected in 1991 in Sherman Creek, In a

relative manner, results of the inventory were approximately the same as those
predicted by the model as given in the DEIS. However, observed densities of
Dolly Varden were significantly less than those predicted by the model, as
shown in Chapter 3 of the FEIS.

117.148
If it is determined that mitigationis needed to replace fish production lost in
Sherman Creek, then Sweeny Creek appears to offer such potential, Such
mitigation would be provided through habitat improvement measures in
Sweeny Creek by either expanding anadromous utilization of the drainage or
by improving the production capability of various stream reaches.

Sweeny Creek appears to be extremely dynamic and unstable, as attested to
by the wholesale habitat changes that occurred in September 1991 as a result
of successive storm events. Several slides occurred in the drainage, resulting
in major alterations to fish habitat. Those types of events can devastate
resident fish populations. Such conditions offer significant opI:! IItunity for
improving fish production by placement of structures to stabilize the stream
bed or to provide refuges for stream residents.



,.

Kensington DEIS/Encl. 1 24

3-33

3-34

117./$0

3-37

111.151

3-49

117.157

3-49

I17.153
3-68

117./54

3-82

I17155
CNAPTER

4-7

(VEGETATION) The description of historic mining and logging
on the Kensington site indicates **minor (in terms of relativs
acreage) alternations of existing vegetation.ti The Dreft EIS
states that second growth timber comprises about 983 acres of
the study area. It would appear that much information on the
success of the Venture~s proposed reclamation and revegetation
could be gained from additional study of these historic
disturbed sites.

(WETLANDS MAPPING) The use of the Tongass Wetland Mapping as
opposed to the Federal Interagency Committee for Wetland
Delineation (1989) guidelines, and its approval by the Corps,
is noted as a good approach for the project area. Cldrify
whether the Corps itself will be consistent with these wetland
designations for the dredging and filling described in’’the404
permit.

(WARINE MA14MALS,third column) Note that there is a seal
haulout on Little Island, and a sea lion haulout on the west
side of Benjamin Island. There are also seal haulouts on the
northern end of Sullivan Island and Kataguni Island, and a sea
lion rookery is located on the western shore of Lynn Canal
approximately two milee north of Yeldalgalga creek.

(Nonresident Recreation) Mention the large number of
Canadians which travel to Haines to go sport fishing.
Approximately 60% of the roadside anglers, and 40% of the
marine anglere in Haines are Canadians. A number of these
fishermen will motor down to Sullivan Island and the adjacent
area of the Kensington Mine to fish for halibut.

(Resident Racraation) Haines sportfishermen and hunters also
utilize the area adjacent to the Kensington Mine.

(Recreation) Provide a discussion to serve as a basis for
re~ating preeent local fishing and hunting opportunities to
increased demand and decreased opportunities that newcomers
mey place upon theee resources.

(CITY OF SKAGWAY/Solid Waste Disposal) Skagway now has an
ADEC permitted solid waste facility.

)DR - P,NVIRONHSNTAL CONSEQUENCES

(GEOTECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS) ‘In areas where pipeline
construction cannot avoid potential rock fall areas, the
pipeline would be armored or protected in some similar manner
to minimize the potential for rupture and accidental spills.”
Give further details on spill and rupture prevention on the
effluent and process pipelines, including alarm or other
warning devices on land-based process water and effluent
pipelines, as well as marine segments of the effluent

117.149
See response to Comment 5.2. The densities of pelagic and demersai fishes
normally exhibit significant fluctuations within and between seasons Such
changes are not uncommon within fairly localized geographic areas, as well as
for entire populations. The variability demonstrated by fish populations is well
documented; for example, for Pacific herring (Skud, 1970), for Pacific halibut

(Bell, 1970; Pearse, 1982), for Pacific salmon (Larkin and Hourston, 1964;
Lichatowich and Cramer, 1979), for bottom fish in general (Alverson et al.,
1964) and for fish stocks in general (Gauldie, 1991). These citations represent
only a very small fraction of the available evidence for fluctuations in the
abundance of fish populations. In planning studies to evaluate the effects of

environmental changes, biologists sometimes ignore the complexities
associated with population variability (Lichatowich and Cramer, 1979).
Measurementsof abundance fora few years provide an inadequate basis to
assess environmental effects with a significant degree of statistical power.

Rather than pursuing a rigorous assessment of fish densities in the vicinity of
the outfall, the assessment of likely impacts was based on projecting
exposures to potentially toxic substances. The analysis incorporated
projections of concentrations of these substances and the life history
characteristics of fish known to utilize Lynn Canal.

117.150
As indicated onpg 3-34 inthe DElS, site-specific wetiand mapping of potential
disturbance sites was conducted using the procedures outlined in the federal

Marrua/ for’ Delineating Jurisdictions/ Wef/ar?ds (Federal interagency Committee
for Wetland Delineation, 1989). At the time of this mapping effort, these

procedures were required by the Corps of Engineers for wetland delineations
for 404 permitting. Results of this mapping effort were approved by the Corps
of Engineers.

The use of the Tongass Wetland Mapping is not applicable for 404 permitting
and was provided in the DEIS only to compare wetland impacts with respect to

the various action alternatives being considered. The 404 permitting process
will be based upon site-specific wetlands mapping conducted in accordance
with the procedures currently accepted by the Corps of Engineers. A
discussion of the differences between the Tongass Wetland Mapping and the
jurisdictional wetland mapping is provided on DEIS page 3-34.

117.151
Thank you for the additional information regarding sea lion haulouts and
rookeries. The discussion ofthis species has been updated inthe FEISand
the Biological Assessment.

117.152
The FEIS has been modified to reflect your suggestion.

117.153
Comment noted.
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>ipeline.

[worst CaQe Analysie - Dem Failure) Although centerline
:onetruckiontechniques have been demonstrated to be stable
]nder high eeisrnic loads, explain how the propoeed modified
:enterlineconstruction deviated from this deeign and why it
vas chosen in thie application.

[Water Supply) Does Sherman Creek have to be ueed to supply
iny of the mill or domestic water neede of the mine? It
~PPQara that the underground mine “could produce an estimated
1000 gpm.11 Give the source of this amount. Information
provided by the applicant estimate 800 gpm during peak flow.
~e are concerned that adequate minimum flowe be maintained to
protect fish habitat valuea and we will work with the Foreet
Service to determine specific amounte of watar that will be
needed during low flow periods.

(SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY - Sedimentation) Erosion control
practicee propoeed by the applicant include gravel on all
travel areae. Indicatewhether the available gravel reeources
on site are adequate for thie usage ae well as for tailinge
!iamand other construction.

(Sedimentation)*lRunOfffrom the mine cite area would also be
touted to the tailinge impoundment or to a epecial pond for
treatment by eettling.~i

(Mill and Tailinge Pond Effluent Characteristic) *If
necessary, additionaltreatment would be implemented to reduce
cyanide levels in tailinge pond effluant prior to diecharge in
order to meet NPDES requiremente.q~

Combine theee and other etetementa about the poeeibility of
additional treatment (see page 2-8) into a single eection eo
th~t treatment optione are more clearly laid out. Additional
flocculation haa aleo been mentioned by the applicant. Any
tradeoffe in providing the additional treatment (euch ae
increaeed site disturbance) should be outlines. Present
traatment poeaibilitiee and costlbenefit aeeesemants.

Information on the maintenance plane for settling ponde would
be helpful. The Greene creek mine has had difficulties with
rapid infilling of their ponds that hae required periodio
maintenance, which have resulted in impacts to water quality
when the ponda qre not in operation.

(Sewage Disposal) l#TrQatedeffluent would then be routed to
either the tailings pond or directly to the merine outfall.ll
Clarify which waste st.reamewould go directly to the marine
outfall. The relation between domestic waste, the teilinga
outfall and the required permite is unclear.

117.154

The impacts to recreation opportunities are presented in Chapter 4 of the
DEIS.

117.155
The FEIS has been modified to incorporate this new information.

117.156
Pipeline protection measures will be final design modifications that respond to
alignment specific conditions. It is not known at this time whether such
measures will be needed.

117.157
The current dam design (modified centerline construction) has undergone
stability analysis by the State of Alaska, Dam Safety Engineer, the US. Forest

Service, Dams and Hydraulic Engineer and Geotechnical Engineer, and the
dam designer (Knight and Piesold).

The modified centerline construction was chosen to optimize the use of waste
rock for construction, thereby reducing surface disturbances. This design also

satisfies existing state-of-the-practice and state-of-the-art seismic design
requirements as discussed in responses 87.6, 93.34, and 100.18

117,156

Sherman Creek will be used for domestic and process needs, Should
sufficient water be available from the mine then process make-up would be
derived from that source. At this time, 400-600 gpm of mine drainage are
being discharged from the mine. The FEISestimated arangeof 500 -t,000
gpm, Experience at the mine shows that mine water discharge has increased
proportionately with expanded exploration development. See also responses
no, 117.25 and 11788

117.159

Erosion from road surfaces at the project will be minimized by placing gravel
on all travel areas. Gravel (crushed mine waste rock) will be generated on-site

by crushing waste rock to the appropriate size. Sufficient waste rock exists, in
conjunction with borrow matefial, to construct the tailings embankment, facility
foundations and provide gravel for road surfacing. If necessary, quarry rock
sources are available within the boundaries of the disturbance,

Geotechnical investigations by Dames & Moore (1990) and Knight & Piesold
(1991) indicate that sufficient gravel sources with effective strength parameters
are available onsite to meet projected road construction needs. However, the
majority of gravel to be used in road and tailings embankment construction
would be crushed waste rock from the mine, as described above. This is the
present road surface. The material is very durable and produces insignificant
fines during normal or high precipitation use periods.
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I17.165

(Hill and Tailings Pond Effluent Characteristics) “Sodium
cyanide is the most potentially toxic reagent to be used at
the mill, followed by copper sulfate and xanthates.ee

q*Xanthate residues of up to 2 mq~~ can OCCUr in waters
associated with flotation mill tailings. ...lcanthates can be
toxic at levels above 0.1 mgjl but are unstable in aqueous
solutions and readily brsak down to low levels of sodium
carbonate (soda ash), carbon dioxide and hydrogen sulfide
which is rapidly dissipated (HDR, 1990).- The draft NPDES
permit does not include limits for xanthstes. The EIS should
better describe the residual products of xanthates in the
effluent and expected levels in the discharge. Impact% to
aquatic life should be described. ,..

Data are not provided that demonstrate that xanthate
decomposes resulting in formation of H2S. At low pH, some H2S
will remain in the effluent. Estimated concentrations should
be given. H2S may need to ba monitored in the tailings pond
and the effluent.

For the section on alkaline chlorination and biologic
breakdown of cyanide, an undated U.S Department of the
Interior National Park Service handbook ie cited
(Environmental Handbook for Cyanide Leaching Projects). A
more applicable publication should be referenced here,
especially if this publication deals principally with heap
leaching in arid climatee. Some indication of the efficacy of
these breakdown mechanisms (photodecomposition,
volatilization, etc.) in the local climate should be provided.

‘Metals from the processing are not anticipated in soluble
form since the ore is generally void of sulfide
mineralization. 8* This does not appear to agree with
statements in other sections that the ore is a sulfide
telluride mineralization. It is correct that at high pli
le~els many of the heavy metals precipitate, but a small
amount always remaine in eolution, increasing with decreasing
pn and the volume of water available for dissolution.
Therefore metals yjJJ, be present in eoluble form and their
concentration must be monitored. Additional treatment should
be discuseed as an option in the event that soluble metals
concentration approach or exceed effluent limits. Additional
treatment should also be discussed as an alternative to
dilution in the marine receiving waters.

The statements on page 4-I4 that *@metals from the processing
are not anticipated to be present in soluble form at
significant levels in wastewater ... The resulting pH levels
would precipitate most trace metals** seems to contradict the
statement on page 4-15 that ‘~effluents that are projected to
reach concentrations above acute or chronic toxicity criteria

117.160

See response no.864. Settling pond maintenance isonly expected tobea
problem in alternatives C and D. In the other alternatives the plant area would
drain into the tailings pond for surface runoff control.

117.161
Treated sewage effluent will be discharged directly to the marine outfall in a
pipeline that bypasses the tailings impoundment. Both the tailings pond
effluent and treated domestic waste effluents will be discharged from a single
point under the requirements ofasingle NPDES permit.

117.162
Please see response no. 99.13. According to the information provided by the
manufacturer, xanthates solution decomposes by hydrolysis into alcohols,
carbonate and trithiocarbonate salts and carbon disulfide.

117.163
The reader is directed to JMM (1992) for a technical discussion of ambient
cyanide decomposition. This unpublished report is available at the Juneau
Ranger District.

117.164
The comment in the DEIS refers to the lack of acid forming potential in the
tailings. See FEIS Chapters 2 & 4 for a more thorough discussion of metals
and treatment of waster water to remove metals.

117.165
Based upon laboratory information developed for the Kensington project, as
stated in the OHS, approximately 10-20 percent of the total metals present are
in the dissolved form. Chapter 4 of the FEIS provides a revised evaluation of
the projected effluent quality from the tailings pond considering several
alternative treatment options. Dilution factors necessary to achieve the target
marine chronic standard are developed.
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4-14

/1~ /66

117.1(27
4-14

Ilq.@

4-14

~17,169
4-15

117.170
..

4-15

J17.171
4-15

117172

for fresh water organisme include copper, silver, lead and
zinc.~~

l’hethird paragraph of column 2, page 5-I5 states that ‘h 120
to 1 dilution of tailings pond effluent would be required to
meet saute toxicity water quality criteria for lead (emphasis
mdded).t~This concentration of lead would seem far from
insignificant. Also note that the valuee given here are
freshwater water quality criteria, though the effluent is to
be discharged into saltwater.This section should be redrafted
to reflect the relationship of proposed effluent levels to
saltwater criteria (the receiving waters). ,,

By-producte from the cyanide destruction process will include
various nitrogen compounds including nitrate arid free
chlorine. Possible compounde and their concentrations levels
should be eetimated and monitored. If present at significant
levels, they should be included in the effluent monitoring.

Why does the discussion center only on the application of
freshwater water quality criteria, when the effluent is to be
disposed in marine waters?

Describe what additional treatment for cyanide would be
implemented and what concentrationeof cyanide in the tailings
pond can be expected with and without additional treatment.

Describe additional treatment if copper effluent etandards
cannot be met.

(Millingand Tailings Pond Effluent Characterieti.cs)~lEffluenh
data was taken from tailings decent water samples (Lakefield
Research, 1990).N More information on this sample ehould be
given, specifically the way representative ore samples for
crushing were taken, how the cyanide destruction and other
tr-eatmentwere eimulated, and number of replication done for
the analysie. Ae water quality projections for the tailings
impoundment and required dilution levels are based on these
analysas, e more detailed explanation of the procedures and
assumptions used should by provided. Of particular note was
the use of h 2 hour, 48 hour and 10 day decante (Lakefield,
1990). For comparison, the AJ mine study by Lakefield used 2
hour, 7 day, 30 day and 99 day decants (AJ Mine project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, 1991).

Estimates of tailings leachate and mine drainage were derived
from monitoring on Site 101. Explain how this site is
representative of the drainagee.

The dilution required to achieve chronic toxicity for copper
and lead should be stated here and compared to the dilution
required to meet water quality criteria in the receiving

117.166
Nitrogen compounds in the pond effluent would be monitored aspart of the
operating plan monitoring parameters. Total nitrogen, nitrate and ammonia/
ammonium levels will need to be evaluated and their absolute concentration at
the edge of the mixing zone reported, The Forest Service assumes that the
final NPDES permit will limit free chlorine residual in the discharge from the
tailings pond to essential zero (dechlorination is included for all FEIS
alternatives as necessary) and the project proponent will be required to treat
the mill effluent to achieve the level prior to discharge into the pond or will
have to demonstrate sufficient detention and chlorine demand in the tailings
pond to insure that the free chlorine residual leaving the pond is extremely low
and environmentally insignificant,

117.167
This comment refers to the section of the report entitled “Surface Water
Hydrology,” The references to water quality criteria primarily address the issue
of accidental releases of tailings pond effluent into freshwater. Potential
effects of the effluent on the marine environment were addressed on pages 4-
27 to 4-33 of the DEIS,

117.168
Please see response no, 86,4.

117,169
Please see response no. 86,4,

117,170
Please see response no, 117,23. Also note the revised water treatment
discussions inFEIS Chapters 2and4.

117.171
Site 101 measures the outfall of settling ponds controlling flow from the 800
level mine adit. The 800 level flows are mine drainage,

117.172
Please see Chapter 4, Surface Water Hydrology, Mill and Tailings Pond
Effluent.
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III. 176

I17.174
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waters.

(Table 4-9) Error: footnote 11 does not apply to silver. The
mean concentration for silver is not IIleae than detected.w
The mean concentration for silver in the effluent is reported
as .002 mg~L: the mean concentration in the mine drainage and
surface water ie reported aa <.010 mgfL. The - would be
somewhere between .002 and .010 mgjb, and not zero as was used
for estimating dilution requirements.

(Mill and Tailings Pond Effl&e~~in;haracteristics) This
section contains several contradictions or
inaccuracies:

**Further reduction of cyanide would occur aS a re’cult of
exposure to air and sunlight’g (first sentence). Sunlight doee
not break down cyanide, it breaks down iron cyanides,
liberating free cyanide from a compound that is otherwise
relatively insoluble and non-toxic. This seeming misconception
is repeated in the following paragraph which alludes to the
‘rapid breakdown ... of free cyanide ...from. .. photo-
decomposition. The breakdown of iron cyanides should make the
effluent more, not lese toxic.

The sacond paragraph also alludes to ~reactions with sulfidesti
as a factor that will reduce cyanide concentrations, yet page

4-14. column 2, Paragraph 3 states ‘the ore is generally void
of sulfide mineralization.to
.

Paragraph 1 describes how ~~under aerobic conditions, cyanide

is quickly converted to nitrates through biological oxidation
yet column 2 paragraph 2 states that breakdown of ammonia is
‘a slow process due to low numbers of vitrifying bacteria.n
The conversion of cyanide to nitrates involves ammonia as an
intermediate product, so how can both etatemente be correct?.

Th& criteria used here are freshwater criteria, yet the
receiving waters will be saltwater. The saltwater critarion
for cyanide is lpg/L as opposed to 5.2 pg/L for ~reshwater.

The last paragraph in column 1 states that ammonia and nitrate
ara the final cyanide degradation products and that
concentrations in the tailings pond could increase by a factor
of 10, exceeding freshwater acute toxicity. Therefore, in
addition to surface water monitoring cites nitrate and ammonia
should also be monitored in the tailinga pond, effluent and in
receiving water. Effluent standards should be set for nitrate
and ammonia if concentration estimates warrant it.

Note also that although cyanide may be broken down to yield
COZ and ammonia, ammonia may be as toxic as cyanide to fishes

117.173
The value of 0.010 was used in calculations to be conservative. The zero value
was not used in estimating dilution requirements.

117.174
Chatwin (1990) addresses this point directly when he says “,,.even tightly
bound iron-complex anions can dissociate to release the cyanide (CN ) ion in
the presence of UV radiation or very strong acids. While these conditions may
occur in the laboratory, they seldom occur in nature...”

As to the effect this dissociation would have on surface waters, Doudoroff
(1976, cited in Chatwin) states; “Even if the iron-cyanide complex reaches a
surface water where it can be dissociated by UV radiation, ths slow liberation
of free cyanide in a neutral surface water may react or volatilize as rapidly as it
is released presenting little actual risk.. .“

117.175
The ore is very low in terms of sulfur content as it relates to the ability of the
tailings to produce acid drainage, especially when considered as part of a
mass balance with its neutralization potential. However, the sulfur content in
the ore is significant in terms of its ability to destroy cyanide,

117.176
See response to Comment 117.167,

117.177
Your comments have been transmitted to EPA for their consideration. Please
note that the Draft NPDES permit (Appendix D) requires ammonia monitoring.

117.178
The potential effects of ammonia are addressed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.
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4-18
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4-19

/17101

4-19

117.192

> 4-19
&
4
0

I 17.I$j

4-23

/17./$4
4-23

I1701$5
4-26

117./$!2

~Doudoroff,1976)5.

?ypo second column, 3rd paraqraph, second to last sentence:
ail&gQpq3d not tailings mill.

[UndergroundMine Drainage) The decieion factors that will be
Iced to determine whether or not.sediment pond water would be
:ecycled or discharged to the tailings pond should ba given.

(Tailinge Disposal) The Draft EIS states that the
reconstructed channele across the Sherman Creek tailings
~mpoundmentwill require an annual program of maintenance, and
wosion control may he required in perpetuity after mining
:eases. Indicate who will be responsible and what the.bondirw
requirements are for this long-term maintenance.

(Water Supply/Column 2, Paragrapha 2 and 3) It appears from
the discussion on page 4-14 that up to 1000 gpm may be
mailable from underground mine workings. Why not attempt to
use thie water eource rather than proposing to reduce flows to
Sherman Creek?

(Accidental Spills) The total cyanide concentration
predicted for the tailings pond are 0.03 - 0.05 mg/1, or 30.0
- 50.0 ugjl; the EPA Gold Book limit for total cyanide in
fresh water is 5.2 ug/1, and 1.0 ug/1 for sea water. The
predicted total cyanide concentratiope for the tailings pond
are 6 to 10 times the Gold Book etandard for freeh water, and
30 to 50 times that for eea water. If tailings pond water was
discharged into Lynn Canal, would the dilution in the mixing
zone be efficient to render the cyanide harmlese?

(Mine Water/Column 1, Paragraph 3) Is it aleo poesible that
the increase in sulfates between the upper and lower adits
(16.0 mg/L to 374.5 mg/L) is not accompanied by a
corresponding rise in pH because the hydrogen ione are being
buffered by some other material?

..

(Tailings Disposal) Monitoring requirements would be partof
the solid waate permit, if the permit is required (sea cover
letter).

(AQUATIC RESOURCES - Marine Discharges) The Kensington
Venture is considering depthe of 50, 75 and 100 meters for the

S Doudoroff, p. 1976, Toxicity tO fiSh Of cyanidee and ‘el~~~d
compounde: a review. DUluth, Minneeota: .
Environmental Protection Agency, office of Research and
Development.

117,179
The FEIS has been revised per your comment,

117.180
Mine water drainage will be used in the process, It will initially be discharged
to the tailings pond, combined with other process water and returned to the
process plant for reuse.

117.181
Please see response no. 7,5,

117.182
Please see response no. 117,180.

117.183
The potential impacts of discharging cyanide levels projected in the DEIS were
described on pages 4-32 and 4-33, At those cyanide levels, no effects are
expected on the biotawithin the mixing zone,

117.184
We believe that the unaffected pH is, as you suggest, the result of natural
buffering See FEIS Chapter 3 Surface Water Hydrology.

117.185

Comment noted.

117.188
Chapter 4 of the FEIS addresses all of the outfall depths being considered for
the project, In response to interest in a shallow-water alternative, a preliminary
comparative assessment of a 50 m and 100 m diffuser have been included in
Chapter 4 of the FEIS (see also Kessler and Vigers, 1992).
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III’.196

/17.1$7

J17.If30

4-26

Ill. 1~

4-27

IJ7,1*

1/7./9!

117/92

4-27

depth of the marine outfall (Letter from Rick Richens to Amy
Kruse, 18 July 1991). Incorporate the more recent projections
for the outfsll. The final configuration of the outfall will
be determined through the NPDES process. However, include
estimates of impacts to aquatic resources at all proposed
depths of the outfall.

The effluent treatment option of pre-mixing with seawater in
the outfall pipe is being considered by the applicant. An
analysis of how such mixing will effect the buoyancy of the
plume should be analyzed. Discuss the results.

This section contains an excellent discussion of nixing zone
characteristics and effluent dilutions. However, there is no
way to relate this discussion to the particular habiliiitsand
species that miqht be affected, since we donflt know what
species and habitats exist at the proposed outfall location
and along the pipeline route.

(MarineDischarges/column2, Paragraph, Three Port Diffuser)
Alaska Water Quality Standards require that a mixing zone be
as small as practicable. In a meeting between local, state
and federal agencies, the Forest Service, and representatives
of the Kensington Venture and its contractors; RESCAW
representatives presented information about a diffuser
designed for a mine in South America, which achieves an
initial dilution on the order of a thousand to one. Discuss
other alternatives for the diffuser design and the location of
the marine outfall.

(Marine Discharges) The analysie by RESCAN of outfall plume
behavior in the water column indicates that during April
conditions, the plume would encroach on the photic zone (>1%
light level). This has implications for aquatic life use of
th~- zone which should be addressed. Effects on aquatic
resourcas that utilize this zone should be explained.

In the ,RESCAN Oceanography and Marine Discharge.Evaluation,
effluent temperatures at the diffuser were taken to be 10°C
throughout the year. These will vary, but the resultant
change does not appear to significantly change the mixing zone
Sizs.

All model runs presented are at zero current flow. This gives
the maximum rise of plume, but does not outline the length and
breadth of the proposed mixing zone. The State understands
that the consultant modelled worst case conditions at low
flow. Runs at other current velocities should be run to
confirm that zero flow is indeed worst case.

Draft EIs figures ind cate that the maximum plume rise will be

117.187

Refer to the FEIS for an assessment of seawater pre-mixing.

117.188

Species composition and a description of the habitat in the vicinity of the
outfall were described on pages 3-17 to 3-25 of the DEIS, There is no reason

to believe that species composition or habitat features are different than those
described for the general vicinity, As discussed in the responses no, 5.2 and
t17.149 there can be tremendous variability in the abundance of animalsin
such areas from year to year due entirely to natural processes that are not well
understood, Species composition at the precise locations of the outfall and
pipeline doubtlessly changes significantly throughout the year. The approach
taken in the EIS to assessing impacts assumed that all species in the general
vicinity could be utilizing the areas along the pipeline,

117.189
Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEN which presents a preliminary evaluation of
mixing zone characteristics (volume, shape, depth and edge of mixing zone

performance) for several diffusers, one partially optimized for shallow-water,
the other for deep-water deployment, See also Kessler and Vigers (t992) for a

more complete discussion.

117.190
Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS which presents an expanded analysis of
discharge plume characteristics (see also Kessler and Vigers 1992).

117.191
The diffuser performance analysis did examine the effects of end-of-pipe
wastewater temperature, However, the buoyancy which primarily drives the
initial dilution process is determined almost entirely by the salinity difference
between the freshwater wastewater and the Lynn Canal seawater and
temperature has an insignificant effect. Hence it is not included in the analysis
presented in the FEIS (see Kessler and Vigers, 1992)

117.192
The physical processes underlying the initial mixing process demand that zero
ambient horizontal currents are the worst case (a non-zero current imparts its

momentum on the discharge plume, thereby providing additional energy
above the potential energy of buoyancy tohelp drive the mixing process).
Vertical (upwards) currents would adversely affect diffuser performance by
transporting the discharge plume toward the surface without necessarily
contributing further to mixing. Coherent motions in the ocean are primarily
horizontal except for regions where bottom and shoreline topography deflect
these currents creating regions of upwelling,
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/17!/93

4-28

IJ7.194

4-28

11~ Iqg

4-27 to

I17,lq~

p
~ 4-20 to

N

351n. The RESCAN report (April, 1991), Table 3-2 indicatee
that the maximum rise will be 71m. Thie difference ehould be
clarified. It is not at all certain that migrating near-
aurface epaciee much ae salmon would be clear of the effluent
plume.

(Aquatic Reeources - Marine Discharges) First Paragraph: m
The effluent etream is characterized in Table 4-9 . . . under
the column entitled g!orobinedTail@e Pond Dietharae Water
QY?LLL&. The column that may be referred to is entitled:
‘Average Pond Effluent~l.

Figure 4-8 depicts plume discharge for September flow. Depict
the worst case conditions of April (and other seasons perhaps)
for comparison.

-31 Some epeciee of fish and shellfish, responding to the
behavioral patterns of their prey, axhibit diurnal vertical
migrations (e.g., herring, ehrimp, equid). Would there be a
problem in the vicinity of the effluent plume? What such
pelagic speciee will be preeent in the vicinity of the
effluent plume on a eeasonal baeie? What prey speciee of
plankton will be present?

-31 What effect would settling particulate matter from the
effluent have on bottom dwellere, e.g., crabe. What speciee
are present on the bottom in the vicinity of the effluent
plume on a eeaeonal basic?

(Table 4-11) To eetimate maximum poeeible concentrations of
cadmium, mercury, selenium and silver, the detection limits
provided in table 4-9 should be used. It is not acceptable to
use zero, because tha metal could be present at a
concentration lower than was detectable by the analytical
method used. In the case of cadmium, mercury, salenium and
si~-ver, at concentrations c 0.010 mg~L, ambient marine
concentrations would be higher than marine chronic criteria.
An ambient concentrationwas darived for mercury, in spite of
tha less detected value; thie procedure should be explained.
Why was this not done for cadmium, eelenium and eilver?

(Marine Diecharge) ‘Factors affacting the rate of
bioaccumulation and the toxic effects of theee proceasee are
complex and preclude widely applicable generalizations
(Phillipe and Russo, 1978) AS bioaccumulation and
biomagnification in fisheries resources have been a key
concern in public comments, supply a more recent reviaw of
bioaccumulation rates. Augment Figure 4-9, ‘fProjected
Concentrations of Critical Plume Constituents@*with data from
April water conditions.

117.193

Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS which discusses mixing zone characteristics.
See also Kessler and Vlgers (1992). The volume of the mixing zone is
calculated to never exceed 1/1 ,000, OOOthof the volume represented by Lynn
Canal north of Point Sherman, This volume maximum occurs in the spring
when the density stratification of the water column isat its lowest. Thus the
likelihood of any particular fish entering the mixing zone is small and it is likely
that any fish would remain for only a relatively short period compared to the
time required for chronic effects to occur, Refer also to response no. 111.9.

117,194

Please see response no. 100.38
~

s
117.195

Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS and to the technical support document Kessler
k

and Vigers (1992) which preaent expanded assessments of discharge plume
$

characteristics for the range of environmental conditions that occur in Lynn g
Canal.

$

117.196

The major species that exhibit diurnal vertical migrations in the general vicinity
are Pacific herring (Carlson, 1980), pink shrimp (Barr and McBride, 1967;

Butler, 1980), sidestdpe shrimp (Butler, 1991), and spot shrimp (Butler, 1980).
In general, most of the shrimp species classified by Butler as being thin-
shelled exhibit some form of diurnal vertical migration. One species, the
coonstripe, which is thick-shelled, does not.

The behavior of these animals, and their prey, can be expected to be modified
aomewhat in the immediate vicinity ofthe plume. This would be expected not
because of the constituents contained within the effluent, but because of
changes in salinity, current, and water density within the plume. Passively
drifting planktonic organisms, for example, could be entrained by the rising

water of the plume and moved accordingly. Other animals respond to
changes in salinity and water density. These changes in behavior would be
very localized and not of the nature to affect overall abundance or migration.
The extent of movement exhibited by animals with diurnal migrations,

combined with the currents in the general area, would likely serve to reduce
the exposure time of these animals to the plume itself.

The prey of these animals consist largely of various species of planktonic
crustaceans. Shrimp also feed on other bottom-dwelling crustaceans and I$
polychaete worms.



117.197
It is assumed that this comment is directed at the potential for smothering
effects on the benthos. A worst case scenario was evaluated that assumed the
effluent would contain a total suspended solids (TSS) loading far in excess (10
times) of what would be permitted (Kessler and Vigers, 1992), If an NPDES
permit were granted, it would allow an average TSS concentration of 20 mg/1.
The worst case analysis assumed a concentraticm of 10 times the amount that
would be allowed. This assumption was made simply to assess what could be
expected under a greatly exaggerated amount. The study showed that

sedimentation levels, even under these conditions, are inconsequential with
respect to smothering and colonization of bottom dwelling organisms,

Species present in the area were described on OEIS pages 3-19 to 3-22.
Additional material is given in Chapter 3 of the FEIS.

~

The potential effects of bioaccumulation that could occur in the vicinity were
E

discussed on DEIS pages 4-3o to 4-32, Additional material is given in FEIS
Chapter 4 and in Kessler and Vigers (1992). $

117.198
Please see Chapter 4, Aquatic Resources Freshwater Marine Discharges. Zero
was not used in estimating discharge concentrations, Please see response no.
117.173.

117.189
As noted in the response to Comment 117.197, additional information on
bioaccumulation is provided in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. Concentrations of
various constituents within the plume during April water conditions are also
depicted, A review of the potential effects of bioaccurnulation is also provided
in Kessler and Vigers (1992),
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4-36

4-36

/17.%5

4-38 thr

117.y&

[Impacts of Heavy
:he basic for the

Metals/Column 3, First paragraph) What ie
statement that ~!Schoolingmarine fish such

m Pacific cod, eablefish, herring and walleye pollock would
;end to feed within the mixing zone for very short periods,
]efore movina in resnonee to nrev or currentsw? It i.eour
:xperience th”attheee-species ;a–y”remaLnfeeding in one area
for weeks ata time, and that current patterne in the vicinity
>f Point Sherman tend to concentrate fleh and feed (ie,
salmon), not disperee them.

(Impact of Heavy Metale) Why are the possible environmental
consequencesof the proposed effluent discharge to animals and
plants within the proposed mixing zone, or in the vicinity of
Ehe outfall, not described? ..

Note that the discussion in column three focuses on blue
mussels in the intertidal zone. However the effluent is not
expected to ever reach this zone in either significant or
measurable quantities. It ie the effects upon habitats and
populations in the vicinity of the proposed outfall that we
are of concern.

(Impact of Heavy Metale cont.) !!Eliminationof all free
cyanide can be aesured by increasing the chlorine in the
destruction proceea to the point of measuring detectable
lsvele of residual chlorine. Thie process is currently
implemented by Greens Creek Mine.@* The chlorination process
is no longer ueed by the Greens Creek,mine, because it did not
effectively deetroy the cyanide and caueed upsete in the
effluent composition. It has been replaced by the hydrogen
peroxide procees,

The 2nd para. under ~lWaterWithdrawaloHie confusing. What is
the significance of the fact that ttte7Q1OL i.e‘tslightlymore
then three timee the maximum proposed withdrawal”? This
section could benefit by a graph showing the probability (or
re~urrence interval) curves for low flows of varying durations
(7, 15, 30 day, etc.).

..
The foliowing para. describing impacts to egg survival could
be improved by a lay-languageexplanation of the probabilities
meant by a 2-year or lo-year low flow event.

The Draft EIS notee that the approximately three miles of
stream diversion will be fatal to fieh within these reachee.
Note 4 that these are the most potentially productive eections
of the stream. Reclamation plans ehould be designed to
restore the value of these stream sections to their former
values (or better) for fish habitat.

Igh4-40 (Stream Diversions) The EIS should contain at laast
one detailed map displaying the proposed stream diversions of

117,200
These species are not stationary, though they may stay in a general area for a

period of time and feed, The statement in question is directed solely at the
length of time that these fish would be within the “mixing zone”, a volume of
water that would bequite small, If amixing zone isallowed, it would
necessarily be as small as is practical, The discussion in the DEIS was based
on the assumption that the zone would be ofa size closely approximating the
area needed to meet water quality criteria and no more. Such azone couldbe
expected to have a radius less than 100 meters, perhaps even less than 50
meters, The species mentioned would not be expected to remain stationary
within such a small area for an extended period of time. Pelagic prey would
be expected to move considerably during the course of a single day, as
influenced by tides, wind driven currents and estuarine flow. Demersal fishes
feeding on the benthos would also not be expected to be exposed to the
effluent for extended periods of time due to the behavior of the plume (i.e., its
upward movement).

There is no evidence suggesting that salmon would remain within an area as

restricted as the likely size of a mixing zone for “weeks”, either in the
Kensington area or in other similar locations. On the contrary, all available

information on life histories, migration rates and feeding behavior indicate
otherwise. The work that was done in the summer 1991 at the Kensington site
together with other studies in the general Lynn Canal/Chatham Strait area all
demonstrate the tendency toward movement.

117.201
The potential environmental consequences to organisms that would pass
through a mixing zone were described in the DEIS on pages 4-28 to 4-33, The

reason for discussing the intertidal zone (including mussels located there) on
page 4-31 of the DEIS was to address concerns about the impact of the
effluent on this community, Additional discussion on this matter is provided in
Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

117.202

The FEIS has been revised per your observation,

117.203

The discussion is intended to place the flow rates in context with the expected

withdrawals. The 7Q10Lis an extreme low flow event but even under these
conditions, withdrawals proposed by the Kensington Venture would not
dewater the stream completely, ADNR will, however, still set stream flow
minimums that prohibit withdrawals under certain low flow conditions to
protect fish,
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both Sherman and Ophir Creeks. Figure 2-1 does show a portion
of the Sherman Creek diversion, but it is not labelled and the
scale of the drawing is not useful.

The Draft EIS states that the diversions of sections of Ophir
Creek and Sherman Creek would be fatal to fish residing within
the natural stream. Discuss mitigation of these losses.

4-45 I (Habitat Loss and Human Presence, paragraph 1) ‘tHabitat
leases associated with the Kensington Project would be

l17?@

p
4-48, 4-

: IJ7,?09

4-55 ant

4-66

117.’-zlj

4-68

117.212

primarily long-term. Long-term habitat losses-are associated
with development sites that would not be reclaimed for the
duration of the project operations (approximately 12 years).
Although final reclamation would bs initiated during mine
closure phases, revegetation efforts would not be 5ble to
replace old-growth forest habitats that were lost during
development. W This section talks about the loss of habitat
being long term, but does not define clearly what long term
is or specifically what target habitat. After reading the
section one assumes it refers to old-growth forest. Say that
at the beginning of the discussion.

(Mountain Goat) A lengthy discussion is presented on noise
associated with mine development. Diecuss noise disturbance
related to radio collaring studies on goats and the stress
levels generated in goats related to this activity and what
impact it bas on temporary habitat displacement.

4-65 (RECREATION RESOURCES) The additional population
attracted to LIuneau by Kensington is only a part of the total
picture. The pressure on local recreational opportunities,
both indoor, outdoor, hunting and fishing, will increase. AS
the mining industry often has staggered work shifts, a portion
of the work force would be off duty on any given day and may
produce a different impact local opportunities than a standard
fiye-day, eight-to-five work force. Address this issue.

(SOCIOECONOMIC) This section deals with projected direct and
indirect population increase due to the mine and impact on the ‘
Zuneau housing situation. This section indicates that 1200
people would be added to the Juneau population as a result Of
the direct and indirect jobs from the mine and would require
827 new homes. These numbers do not follow. Using the 1200
figure, the new housing requirement would be 48o (at the
Borough average of 2.5 people per household) and using the
Greens Creek average of 3.8 people per household only 315 new
housing units would be required. This section requires
further work and clarification.

‘(Effects on CBJ Revenues and Expenditures)
only account for the minimum mine life as
Provide approximations for extended mine

These comparisons
currently defined.
life. Expenses to

117,204

The 2-year and 10-year low flow events are statistically derived predictions.
The predictions say that for each 2 (or 10) Year time interval,the stream flow
could be expectedto beat or below the predicted flow for7 days.

117.205
Please see responses no. 111.12 and 117,147.

117.206

Please see response no. 117.81.

117.207
Oneofthe goals for reclamationof the Ophir and Sherman Creek diversions
would be to re-establish aquatic habitat within the re-constructed channels that
will be of equal or higher value than is present prior to construction of the
diversions. If necessary, fish would be transported from nearby systems to re-
establish Iost populations.

117.208

This paragraph has been revised in the FEIS to refer specifically to old-growth
forest.

117.209
Preliminary findings derived from the ADF&G radio-collar monitoring studiesof
mountain goat at the project site including effects caused by the study have
been added to the discussion of noise disturbance to mountain goats in the
FEIS.

117.210
The staggered shift schedule you mention will help mitigate the impacts of
additional population on recreation resources. Consider the off-hour demand

that these workers would have for recreation relative to the demand placed on
those facilities by the large population of daytime workers that currently use
the resources. A more balanced use of recreation facilities would likely result.

117.211
Please see response to no, 116.48.

117.212
The immediate impact of costs to the CBJ is not realistically offset by benefits
obtained fifteen years into the future. Juneau residents today will incur the
costs of a population increase regardless of what happens in the future.
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GLOSSARY

T-2

T-7

%’-17

APPLICAN

All

117.714

All

A13

A15

A16

CBJ are loaded at the project implementation,while revenue is
increaaedthe longer the project ie in operation. In eseence,
the longer the mine is in production the more poeitive net
revenue to CBJ since the fixed costs have already been
realized in the early yeare of the project.

Bioaccumulation: Refers to the progressive accumulation and
concentration of a chemical in animal or plant tiesuee.

The term Holocene should be capitalized ae it is a specific
geologic time period.

Suggest thie definition for vein: fin epigenetic %ineral
filling of a fracture in a host rock, in tabular or eheetlike
form, often with associated replacement of the host rock; a
mineral deposit of this form. This definition is from the AMI
Glossary of Geology.

PROPOBAL - APPENDIX A - F

P~L o

(Marine Terminal) The schematic of the barge facility
indicates that materials will be removed from the tidelands
eeaward of tha line of mean high water (also F-7 Draft COE
Permit). The removal of materials from etate land requirea
that they be purchased.

(SOLID WASTE’DISPOSAL) The container system described ie
adequate. The chemicals and filters will have to have a
hazardous waete determination made on them (40 CFR 262.11).
The scrap metal should be either recycled or sent to a
regycler, as should all potentially recyclable waste streams.

(SSWAGE DISPOSAL) This section refars to tertiary treatment
and that its effluent ie known as grey water. This iS
incorrect usage.

(Wr3t3RGROUNlI CJEVEWPnENT ROCK DIspOSAL) Final dieposal of
excaea (that is not put to a beneficial uee) underground
development rock would require a solid waste Permit (see cover
letter).

(Ore Processing Plan) Explain ~tdetoxified leach residue
slurryw.

[Fiuure A-12) IIcNneutralization circuits’. This Drobablv
ref&a to cvanide destruction. It is
describe a ;pecific process accurately

important that terms
and consistently.

117.213
Thank you for your input, The FEIS has been revised accordingly.

117.214
The comment refers to information supplied in the applicant proposal.
have noted your comments as they apply to the evaluation of impacts

We
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Ala (Grinding) Describe the fate of the spent grinding balls
(disposal or recycle).

AZ O (Cyanide Destruction Circuit) Since excess chlorine is used
to deetroy the cyanide, residual chlorine should be monitored
in the mill effluent and in the tailinge pond diecharge.

AZ 1 (Laboratory Facility) “An EPA certified environmental
laboratory will be used to confirm all environmental samplingn
... This statement is misleading because there are no ‘EPA
certified labs$i. Laboratories can be certified for specific
parameters only, e.g drinking water parameters or water
pollution parameters. The state of Alaska only conducts a
drinking water certification program which does not include
certification for all parameters that will be monitord under
the NPDES permit. The state of Washington maintains a Waste
Water Accreditation program, but there ie no EPA certification
program for Region 10.

B 117.7/4h-14

A25

A26

The statement should be changed to: **For the analysis Of
environmental samples a laboratory will be used that followe
established EPA analysis and quality control procedures and
participate in EPA water pollution and/or solid waete
performance studiee. The performance of the lab will be
routinely verified through split samplee, blind eamples and
rsview of EPA performance results.w

Because of poesible cross contamination and the low detection
limits required for environmental samples the operations lab
should not perform permit-required environmental analyees.

Some quantities in the water balance diagram (Figure A18)
differ from thoss proposed in the draft NPDES permit. Mine
drainage is listed as 274 gpm average and 800 gpm maximum.
The draft NPDES permit statee a mine discharge of 1000 gpm.

Th; water balance schematic aleo chows an average flow into
the tailings pond for Mprecipitation within total catchmsntn,
but no peak flow. It also shows a net inflow into ths
tailings pond at an average flow of 557 gpm, with 223 gpm
remaining in the tailings. 334 gpm are unaccounted for.
Also, what happens to the 223 gpm (446 peak) flow that staye
in the tailings. Is it partly stored, evaporated andfor lost
by seepage?

Under **Water Balance & Supplyl~ the matter of consideration of
a well field to supplement water supply during winter low
flows is brought up. When considered along with the concerns
expressed elsewhere for minimum flows for resident fish (4-36,
A23, A28), this raises the possibility that wells could be
viewed also as a way of reducing the surface water supply
withdrawals in order to maintain minimum flows for fish, not

b
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AZ7

ii30

117.214

A31

Part B -

B2

B4

mly as better assurance of water supply for the project.
{oWaver, it then becomes neceseary to locate and characterize
:he subsurface water resources in the project area with a view
lot only to its potential ae a water supply, but as a
contributing element of base
impacted.

flows to the etreams being
In short, without further information, wa don~t

mow if subsurface withdrawals would mitigate or exacerbate
the minimum flow problem. If there is a significant
possibility that there may simply not be enough water in tha
~asin, both surface and subsurface, for both the project and
Lhe resident fish, the EIS should confront this possibility.

(Mining) “Thasettledmaterial (sediment)wi.llbe periodically
removed from the ponds, and placed in the tailings pond.l* It
is not clear how the proposed sediment ponds will opera’tewhen
the tailings impoundment reachee its maximum volume.

(PRE-AERATION AND CYANIDE LEAcHING) **Rainwateraccumulated
~fter a major storm can be rsturned to the mill wster tank by
this sump pump only after a cyanide analysis indicatea that
this is acceptable.~ This may be difficult for the applicant
to actuate without cyanide analysis instrumentation on-site
rnndthe highly trained technical staff required for this
emalytical method. The cyanide levele at which the batch
release to the tailinga sump would occur and which analysis
mathod for cyanide levels used should be explained. Any
~tguick method~~is probably prone to interference and will not
allow accurate measurements. The level of error inherent in
these measurements should be determined, to get a reasonable
estimate on the actual cyanide concentrations discharged into
the pond. Again, agcyanide destruction~l would be the
appropriate term (see comment above).

(TAILINGS IMPOUNDMENT) Alaminar discharge of tailings slurry
in a ‘~beach~~surroundingthe tailings impoundment is proposed.
Further details should be given on how snow removal will be
accomplished without disrupting the layers and how ice buildup
will be avoided.

.,
nyironmental Manaa mene t

(Tailings Disposal) Add to first eentence - after cyanide -
in cOIUmn 2, paragraph 3: wand other contaminants~’

(Surface Water Nydrology) u Kensington Venture will desi9n
and operate a ~y for the tailings
disposal site.l’ Zaro diecharge does not mean thst no
pollutants are discharged but refers to no volume of water
being discharged in addition to regular flow from the creeks,
drainages and precipitation. l~zero discharge?! is generallY
used for effluente to indicate that no detectable amount of a
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Part c-

C5

C6

wj?z14

Par tD.

D1

D3

D3

D3

D4

D4

D5

~ollutant can be discharged. Therefore this expression should
lot be used in this context.

2clamation Plan

(Figure C3 Reconstructed Drainage Through Tailings) Will this
zross section of the reconstructed stream channels be able to
:ontain the stream during high flows? Could eroeion in the
“Flood Zone’g divert the stream from (or undermine) it’s
riprapped channel? Will the tailings in the “’Flood zone” be
highly erodible? Are there examples of similar Successful
reclamation projects in high precipitation areas?

#hat will be done to ensure that these reconstructed stream
sections become useful fish and wildlife habitats? ““”

(Figure C-4- Project Post Operational Topography) A
topographic map that represents an area of approximately two
square miles should have more than four contour lines, and a
consistent contour interval. Otherwise it does not convey
very much useful information.

~ o me o eot

(Environmental t40nitoring) Tailings pond discharge and marine
sediment near the outfall should be added to the list of
monitoring areas.

((Field Measurements) Add: llRacords of all field sampling and
calibration activities will be maintained.n

(Water Sample Collection) change:w Sample bottles will be
obtained from an EPA certified laboratorv to the
that will

laboratories
nerform the analvses.”

(Data Flanageme;t ;doReporting) Change th; ~~~d rete;tion
tifie from dn mu vears to the r n of m ninq

mum of three vears aft er mine closure.

(Table D2 - Water Monitoring Parameters) Only the parameters
that are actually being monitored should be listed in this
table. The preferred methods of analysis are EPA methods.
Seawater parameters must be analyzed using different methods
that can achieve detection limits below water quality
criteria. A footnote to this effect will be adequate.

(Table D2 - Water Monitoring Parameters) Change )wdroxity to
alkalinity. Because of the excess chlorine used in the
cyanide destruction process, residual chlori ne should be added
to the effluent monitoring parameters.

(Data Management and Reporting) Add EPA Puget Sound Protocols



,, .

Kensington DEIS/Encl. 1 38

In

m

D1O
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Part F -
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00
0

Par tG-

Gl&2

to the list of analyeie methods. These apply to sediment,
seawater and bioassay sampling and test procedures.

(Verification of Records) Change “samples will be delivered
to an EPA certified laboratory to ‘1samples will be delivered
to the laboratory$~ (see comment D3).

(Data Management and Reporting) Change the monitoring records
ratention time to: “throughout tha duration of the mine
project and three years after mine cloeure.”’

(Hydrologic Monitoring) Low detection limits are required for
surface and groundwater eamplee, which require eensitive
instrumentation, etrict adherence to analytical protocole,
quality assurance procedure and avoidance of sample
contamination. Theee analysas may be beyond the capability of
an on-site lab and will probably need to be done by a
qualified environmental laboratory.

HazardOus Material Handlinq Plan

This section did not address any of the requirements for RCRA,
though it wae stated on page 2-18 under hazardous waste
disposal thet the facility would bs a Small Quantity Generator
and WOU ld the pertinent regulation.
,~azardousWa;;~p;;ou?;t;av~\;en diacueeed in thie section.

~Q e a

(InserviceTraining) The Kensington joint venture ie already
an active participant of the University of Alaska Southeastts
Institute of Mining Technology. Reflect this commitment to
local hire end indicate that many of the mine workers will

Llikely bagraduatee of this program.

APPI?WDIX D2 : k3URFACEAWD QROONDWATER QUALITY DATA

D2-2 ( (Table D2-2, Baseline Water Monitoring Parameters) Detection

I17+215

D2-3

limits,forcopper and eilver (10 ug/L)-willnot be;adsquate to
meat Alaska water quality standards. Analysis methods for 117.215
surface waters, and-marin-ewaters must be changed to achieve
lower detection limits (in the range of 1 ug/L) and to obtain

Please see response no, 117.32.

a sufficient number of data points for use ae baseline data.
117.216

(Table D2-3, Surface Water quality Data) Median values don’t
The EIS baseline description is designed to meet NEPA requirements to

provide any information on the frequency of
“succinctlydescribet hearea(s) to be affected’’ andtobe”no Ionger than is

high
concentration or increaeee with time. It would be more necessary to understand the effects of the alternatives” (40 CFR 1502.15). If

useful to calculate mean concentrations and update them the State has other needs not satisfied by the EIS then additional data
annually to observe trends (this recommendation was forwarded compilation mav have to be done, The Forest Service would be pleased to
to the Forest Service in March 1991).

!. .
supply the State any raw data needed from our files for your review and
compilation<
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(Table D2-3)
e footnote.
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Spell out TKN, TDS, TSS or explain acronyms in

13 - OCEANOGRAPHIC DliT8

(Table D3-3 Bottom Sediments Solids Chemistry) Concentrations
are reported in ugjL (which are liquid concentrations).
Concentrations should be reported as dry weight concentrations
in ugjkg or mg}kg. This could be either due to a reporting
error or that instrument readout concentrations were not
converted to solid concentrations. The data as presented
cannot be used as baseline data. No reference was made to
sediment sampling procedures and analysis in earlier se@ions.

Two sets of sediment results were reported in the Rescan
report (1990) no. Data were reported without units. Sample
preparation procedures described in the report do not folloW
EPA etandard procedures for soils and sediments. Because
sample preparation and analysis procedures significantly
affect measured metals concentrations the cited ‘baseline-
data may not be comparable to sediment data collected in 1990
and 1991 after operations start-up (1990 and 1991 sediment
data were not available for review). Additional baseline
sediments data must be collected using the exact procedures
that will be used for operational monitoring.

117.217

Comment noted.

117.218
The footnote in Tables 3-3 and 3-4 of the DEIS is incorrect and should refer to
units of ug/kg. Reference should be made to the supporting document
Rescan (1990).

117.219
Sediment samples were analyzed by Analytical Services Laboratory (ASL) in
Vancouver, British Columbia. This is an internationally recognized laboratory
employing state-of-the-art analytical techniques, While some of the procedures
at ASL do not coincide exactly with current EPA practices, strict quality control
analysis, carried out by ASL using standard reference materials, indicated
recoveries consistently greater than 85 percent. Thus these data can be
compared to past and future data provided that these other data gathering
efforts also follow the established and expected procedure of including a
quality control component.
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I 18 if ; ~g

Mr, Kenneth E. Mitchell sg .: $2

District Ranger
Junemr Ranger District $! &tij
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, AK 99801

~abau

Re: Comments on the Kensington Mine Project Draft EIS

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

On behalf of the SoutherrstAhrskaConservation Council, Lynn Canal
Conservation,and theJuneauGroup of the Alaska Chapter of the Sierra Club
the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund submitsthe following commentson the
draft environrnewtalimpact statement (DEIS) prepared by the Forest Service
forthe Kensington Venturers proposed gold mhre north of Jurreau. These
comments supplement any ‘additional comments
organizations,

INTRODUCTION

As we discuss below. the DEIS fails to

submitted by these

meet NEPA’s basic
requirements. Perhapsmostsignificnntly,the DEISrelies oninade{luate and
incomplete bas,:line studies of the project area, and, consequently, its
assessmentof potential impactsis inadequate, Asecond rnajordeficiencyis
that the DE[S fails to consider a range of reasonable alternatives as required
by NEPA, lnadditiort,t heDEISf ailstoc onsidermitigation measures for
many of the project’s major impacts and fails to adeqrrrrtely currsider
cumulative imp~.cts, Moreover, the DEISvir)lates federal, state and krcal
reclamation req,lirements.

Thus, the DEIS fails to meet NEPA’s main purpose, which is to inform
the public and decisiomnakers of the potential impacts rrf a project and
possible ways toavoid or minimizet hose impacts.
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The substantial deficiencies in the DEISprechsdes meaningful analysis and thus
makes it impossible to recommend an alternative at this time.] ‘llnrs, after gathering
addhional baseline data and evaluatingadditionalalternatives, the Forest Service must issue
a revised draft EIS to the public for additional comment as required by NEPA regulations.
40 C.F.R. S 1502.9(a).

GENERAL COMMENTS

A. THE ANALYSIS IN THE DEIS 1S BASED ON
INADEQUATE BASELINE DATA

For well over a year state and federal resource agencies as well as SEACC have
repeatedlywarned the Forest Service that existingbaseline data on the resources that would
be affected by tbe Kensingtms mine project is totally insufficient. The Forest Service
ignored these warnings and prepared the DEIS using only minimal data.

Inadequate baseline data is by no means a trivial concern. Baseline data is the
foundation of an adequate El$ without it tbe entire analysisin an EIS is inadequate. Lack
of sufficient baseline data means tbe agency cannot describe the existing environment
accurately. Without a sufficient description of the existing environment, tbe agency cannot
predict the potential impacts that may occur to that environment and, consequently, the
agency cannot design an adequate monitoring and mitigation program.

Baseline data is insufficient throughoutthe DEIS. For example, as resource agencies
and SEACC have consistently pointed out, the “studies”conducted to date on the marine
environment (for both aquatic species and the oceanography of Lynn Canal) are, for the
most part, surveysconducted rivera limited time period. To be adequate studies must be
repeatable and must be conducted over at least one year in order to accurately account for
seasonal variations.

( One of the most criticrddeficiencies is the data on the flushing rate of Lynn Canal

1161
in the proposed location for the tailings pond outfall. Data for the flushing of the mixing
zone were collected at only three points: one near Point Sherman,a second 100 kilometers

118.1
The scale legend shown in Figure 3-14 of the DEIS is incorrect and should
read Oto 5 kilometers and not Oto 50 as shown.

Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS which presents an expanded analysis of
flushing properties and other factors affecting the environmental impact of the
submarine discharge of wastewater. Kessler and Vlgers (1992) should also be
reviewed if a more complete technical discussion is desired. The conclusion is
that flushing is sufficient to keep the background increase in wastewater
contaminants below measurable levels (see also response 87. 1).

* Although we believe that the DEIS does not include enough information for us to
recommend one of the alternatives,we concurwith the three changes the Forest Service has
proposed to the applicant’sproposal.
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north of Point Sherman, and a third 80 kilometers south, DEIS at 3.17, Figore 3-14,
Moreover, as the consultant who compiled the flushing data has admitted, the area around
Point Sherman where the tailings pond outfall is proposed experiences local eddy currents
which are likely caused by tidal movement of water around Point Sherman, Presentation
of T. Kessler, Rescan Environmental Services, Kensington NPDES Workshop, Haines, (Aug.
8, 1991).

Only qualitative inferences of flushing rates and viability can be drawn from the
baseline data gathered to date. These data pointa are too far apart to alkrw any quantitative
modelling of the flushing mechanism of the Canal, and the data from the one station at
Point Sherman cannot be considered conclusive because it does not take into account the
eddy currents in this area, which could conceivably introduce a delaying effect on the
flushing around the mixing zone. Because the Rescan data is the only information gathered
to date on Point Sherman flushing rates, the state, as well as Kensington, has used it in
modelling for the proposed mixing zone. Thus, the modelling for the mixing zone assumes
the waters that will dihrte the mixing zone will be free from u pollutants. T, Kessler,
Rescan, and Kemvyn George, ADE~ ~. In other words, it assumes the best pnssible case
for dilution. Because sufficient site specific data has not been gathered on the currents at
Point Sherman, this assumption is supported only by speculation. More data on the nature
of the currents in the Pt. Sherman area must be collected before the assumptions used in
modelling the mixing zone can be supported.

Additional deficiencies in marine baseline data are detailed in a recent letter from
SEACC to the Forest Service. ~ Letter from Chris Finch to Roger Birk (Apr. 14, 1991)
(Attachment #l),

In addition, adequate data on Sherman Creek flows has not been gathered, The
information on Sherman Crebk flows is merely an estimate based on a combination of
historic data and limited data gathered for short time periods, Accurate Nowdata, gathered
for preferably more than one year is crucial because the Kensington Venture has proposed
to withdraw a large volume of water from upper Sherman Creek for the mill and domestic
uses. Without this data it will be impassible to accurately determine the minimum flows
that must be maintained in lower Sherman Creek in order to prevent damaging anadromous
fish uses.
.

Moreover, the Forest Service has failed to gather informatirsn on wildlife populations
in the area, especially black bear and goats which inhabit the project site. Instead,
populations have been estimated using untested models. Data on local wildlife populations
and habitats must be gathered and included in a revised draft El!k

118.2
The calculations underlying the predicted concentrations for wastewater
constituents presented in the DEIS and the FEIS take into account the effect of
non-zero ambient conditions. Refer to FEIS Chapter 4 and Kessler and Vlgers
(1992).

118.3

Please see response no, 5.2.

118.4
Accurate flow data has been gathered for more than one year both in upper
and lower Sherman Creek, In addition, weekly discharge measurements were
taken by hand to verify automated flow data collected during the winter low
flow period of 1990. Please see the FEIS for more description of low flow data.
(Chapter 3, Surface Water Hydrology, Watershed Descriptions.)

118.5

Population projections for black bear and mountain goat in the DEIS were not
solely based on the HSI models. Onsite aerial surveys of mountain goat and

black bear population data from similar habitats in the region also were
evaluated. The HSI models for black bear and mountain goat were developed

by ADF&G and Forest Service biologists and are based on the most up-to-date
habitat utilization information available for black bear and mountain goat in
southeast Alaska. These models represent the current state-of-the-art for
assessing habitat for these and other species. Population projections derived
from these models for the Kensington study area are consistent with site-
specific aerial survey data for mountain goat and for black bear populations
observed in similar habitats in this region,



Mr. Kenneth E. Mitchell
September 3, 1991
Page 4

Finally, the DEIS must include more information on wetlands. The DEIS includes
only an estimate of the amount and types of wetlands in the project site. Site.specific data
must be gathered and included to assist the Corps of Engineers in deciding whether to issue
a 404 permit.

B. THE DEIS FAILS TO ADEQUATELY EVALUATE A REASONABLE
RANGE OF ALTERNATiVES

NEPA regulations require an EM to “rig~rrrrrslyexplore and objectively evaluate all
reasonable“alternatives”to a proposed action. 40 C.F.R. Q 1502.14(a). The alternatives
section is considered the “heart” of an EIS. Consideration of all reasonable alternatives
informs the public and ensures that the agency has before it all possible approaches to alter
the environmental impacts of a proposed action. The DEIS fails to consider alternatives as
required by NEPA.

The DEIS considers three alternatives to Kensington Venture’s proposal, However
the alternatives consider primarily only alternative locations for a few components of the
projects. Only one change in operations is considered, dewatered tailings, which is
considered in Alternative E. The DEN fails to consider a number of other operational
changes which could alter the project’s environmental impacts. Significantly, the DEIS fails
to consider an alternative mining method, cut and fill. If the cut and fill method were used,
backfilling of tailings would be possible -- which would reduce the amount of tailings to be
disposed of on land. The Forest Service identified this as an option but eliminated it from
detailed study on the basis that it is technically impossible and that it is too expensive.
However, these reasons are insufficient.

The Forest Service is simply incorrect in concluding that cut and fill is not possible.
Three of the six reasons presented in the DEIS for ruling cut and fill mining inappropriate
are based on the premise that the cut and fill methodz is technically infeasible, This
conclusion is based on the assumption that the backfill used in the method will not be
concrete stabilized, but instead will merely be dewatered tailings, or raw tailings.

2 The term “cut and fill method” should be applied loosely here. There are an infinite
number of variations on the cut and fill method, and an appropriate variation would have
to be chosen for more careful evaluation after some consideration. However, the basic
applicability of the method should not be summarily dismissed, as the Forest Service has
done in the DEM.

118.6
As indicated on DEIS page 3-34, site-specific wetland mapping of potential
disturbance sites was conducted using the procedures outlined in the Federa/
Manua/ for Delineating Jurisdictions/ kVet/ands (Federal Interagency Committee
for Wetland Delineation, 1989), Results of this mapping effort are reported in a
technical support document (IME, 1991 b, as cited in FEIS) to the FEIS and
were approved by the Corps of Engineers. Estimates of wetland disturbance
were based on projections from the site-specific mapping and from detailed
Tongass soils mapping for each action alternative (Also, see response no.
120.94).

118.7

The mere existence of an alternative does not make it reasonable.
Expenditures estimated for backfilling of this magnitude do not meet the
reasonableness test, especially in light of the existence of more reasonable
alternatives that address the same scoping issues.
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However, concrete stabilization of tailings changes the analysis, Concrete stabilized
tailings essentially become a competent part of the wall rrrck, and mining can take place
around, and with some limitations, below this fill, Greens Creek Mine on Admiralty Island
uses concrete stabilized tailings as backfill, and is now putting nearly 5070 of its tailings back
into the mine as stabilized backfill without any sorting of the tailings prior to concrete
stabilization. Consequently, two of the reasons cited in the DEIS for dismissing cut and fill
as technically inappropriate -- ore deposit width and limited competent wall rock, and
unknown extent of the ore deposit at depth -- ~ at 2-20, are not valid if concrete
stabilization is considered. The third technical consideration, “erratic occurrence of gold in
the ore zone: u, is inappropriate because the problem can actually be better bandied hy
a cut and fill mining approach. One of the problems with bulk caving is dilution of the ore
with wall rock, A cut and fill approach is much more selective, and the resultant grade of
the ore mined is higher, minimizing the throughput of waste rock in the mill.

The other three reasons cited by the Forest Service for dismisisng cot and fill mining
are based on economic considerations. However, the Forest Service cannot eliminate an
alternative from consideration simply because it may be more expensive than the company’s
proposal. In determining the scope of alternatives that must be considered in an EIS,
NEPA requires the agency to look at what is objectively feasible rather than what a
particular project proponent is capable of carrying out. Thus, the Forest Service must
consider a number of operational alternatives despite the’ir cost, including the cut and fill
mining method.

Moreover, cut and fill might actually be an economically viable method if concrete
stabilization of the backfill is considered. On the positive economic side is the fact that ore
grades are enhanced, and mill throughput can be more carefully controlled, The public
should also be aware of the benefits of selecting a mining method which would allow the
redeposition of a significant amount of backfill into the mine.3

9 In the summary of partial backfilling of tailings, DEIS at 2.25, the Forest Service
should explain that, in addition 10placement of tailings that have been dried and separated
into coarse and fine fractions, the whole tailings fraction, without separation, could be
placed underground if mixed with concrete, as is done at the Greens Creek Mine on
Admiralty island. The only additional economic factor, other than those already discussed
(drying and handling) is the cost of the cement.
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Cut and fill concrete stahllization would a}solend itself well to dry tailings disposal
I\ ~.9 for the portion of the tailings that could not he backfilled. Thus a far smaller footprint area

of wetlands would be disturbed for tailings disposal.’

The Forest Sewice must also consider alternatives that will eliminate or minimize the
adverse impacts of the project. One of the main concerns about this project is the discharge

4 As the DEIS admits, the use of dry tailings as a disposal method bas a oumber of
advantages including

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

less impact on wildlife, QEJ.S at 2-53;
no impact on stream channels, JrJ.;
15~o less surface area disturbance than the preferred alternative, ~.;
no direct loss of freshwater or anadromous fisheries due to tailings disposal.
&&at 2-5W
709Z0reduction ,in the amount of water to be discharged to the marine
environment. arative A~t of W@J@ DN T~,

. . .

Knight and Piesold, Ltd., and Steffen, Robertson and Kirsteo, May, 1991,
Figure A- lfi
less disturbance of wetland and old growth habitat than the otfrer alternatives,
~ at 4-53;
Dry Tailings site B would have less noise impact on mountain goat and black
bear than the preferred alternative, ~ at 2-53, Table 2-5;
it renders the wastewater discharge more amenable to treatment because the
concentration of water borne co-ntaminants to be treated from dry tailings
runoff is lower than with effluent from wet tailings facility, and there is less
effluent volome to treat.

Moreover, Forest Service regulations require that

“ARtailings, dumpage, deleterious materials, or substances and other waste produced
by operations shall be deployed, arranged, disposed of or treated so as to minimize
adverse impacts upon the environment and forest surface resources,”

36 CFR s 228.8(c). This means that the Forest Service most require Kensington to use lhe
tailings disposal method that results in the lease adverse impact to both surface and
nonsurface resource, such as the marine and freshwater environment. Dry tailings disposal
and backfill would meet that requirement.

118.8
Please see response no. 100.3.
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The Forest Servfce must alsrrconsider alternatives that will eliminate or minimize the
adverse Impacts of the project, One of the main concerns about this project is the discharge
of mill effluent which contains high levels of chemicals and metals, into a location in the
marine environment in Ihat supports a valuable gilhret fishery. This impact could be
avoided by considering ways to treat the tailings pond effluent so that state water quality
standards are met at the end of the pipe and a mixing zone is not needed. In addition, some
of the potential impacts on the fishery could be avoided by moving the outfall location south
of Point Sherman.

Another adverse impact which, as discussed below, is not adequately assessed in the
DEIS, is the risk of a discharge of high levels of residual chlorine from the cyanide destruct
process. This residual chlorine can be extremely toxic to fish, The Forest Service must
consider using alternative cyanide destruct processes. There is no indication that the
hydrogen peroxide cyanide destmct process is not feasible, This process is being used
increasingly by mining companies, in part because it results in far fewer byproducts, Greens
Creek mine recently switched from alkaline chlorination to hydrogen peroxide and a number
of mines in Canada have recently switched as well.

The Forest Service also does not consider an alternative to the withdrawal of water
from upper Sherman Creek for the mill and domestic uses, The Alaska Department of Fish
and Game has repeatedly expressed concern that lower Shetmrm Creek could be dewatered
during low flows. The Forest Service acknowledges that Sherman Creek may not provide
sufficient water during low flows and suggests that mine drainage water could be used as
make-up water, However if mine drainage can be used for some of the water, there is no
reason it cannot be used for all of the domestic water needs, According to tbe DEIS, mine
drainage will be approximately 1,000gpm, DEIS at 4-13, which is more than enough to meet
domestic demand at 57 gpm plus mill requirements of 21 gpm. ~, Such an alternative
would eliminate one of the major impacts on Sherman Creek. The Forest Service must
consider this as an alternative.

.

c. THE DEIS FAILS TO ASSESS ADEQUATELY ALL POTENTIAL
IMPAtX$

The DEIS ignores a number of potential impacts Kensington’s proposed project will
cause, and, for some impacts which are assessed fails to do so adequately.

.

Perhaps most significantly, theuse()f alkaline chlorination toreducethe level of
eyanide hasnotbeen adequately assessed. Alkaline chlorination istheprocess tbathasbeen

118.9
Please see response no, 86,4,

118.10
Please see response no. 93,12,

118.11
Mine drainage water will beusedaa process makeup water. Existing data
indicates that mine drainage could not be used aathedomestic water aupply,
Thus, a limited volume of water will be required from Sherman Creek for
domestic use except when low flow restrictions are in force,

118.12
Please see responses no. 86,4, 93.12, 93.52, and 117,69,
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selected by Kensington to reduce the cyanide introduced to extract the gold from the gangue
minerals. In order to ensure effective reduction of the cyanide, an over-saturation of
chlorine is usually employed, which means that large amounts of residual chlorine may be
present in the process waters. Free chlorine is itself potentially as harmful to aquatic life
as the cyanide that it is used to destroy. In fact, the state applicable standard for chlorine
is the limit of 1 ug/1 that is assigned to cyanide. ADE~ J3xcerots from Ihe Alaska W~
~ds Workbook, at Part 11,Table 1, pp. 7,9 (July, 1991). The DEIS contains
no calculation of tbe amount of residual chlorine that will remain in the mill effluent, or the
amount in the discharged into Lynn Canal.

The DEN must thoroughly assess the use of alkaline chlorination including at least:

(1) a thorough description of the alkaline chlorination process, including the
various by-products of the chemical reaction with the cyanide;

(2) a calculation of the ammmt of residual chlorine, and accompanying by-
products, which will remain in the effluent after the cyanide destruct process;

118.13

(3) a detailed description of potential treatment measures to remove excess Please see responses no. 86.4,93.12, 93.52, and 117.69,

pollutants.
118.14

In addition, the alkaline chlorination process is extremely pH sensitive. However, The discussion of total suspended solids has been updated in Chapter 4 of the
maintaining the proper pH level at tbe Kensington site may be impossible. The Greens
Creek mine has had difficulty maintaining the proper pH level in its tailings pond in part

FEIS based on additional data developed since the publication of the DEIS.

because of the organic acids in the muskeg which drains into the tailings pond. Tire area
Also see responses 86.9, 93.46 and 93.74

of the proposed tailings pond at Kensington includes a large amount of muskeg. The
potential difficulties in maintaining the proper pH level and the impacts that will occur if
pH is not consistently maintained, must be thoroughly assessed in the DEIS.

The DEIS also fails to include data on total suspended solids in the tailings pond and
discharge. According to the DEIS, projections for the amount of Total Suspended Solids
(TSS) were simply not made. DEIS, at 4-28. Because suspended solids have the potential
to carry a significant amount of toxic material into Lynn Canal, and because New Source
Performance Standards limit the amount of suspended solids that can be discharged into
receiving waters, the potential discharge of TSS from the milling process into the tailings
pond, and the level of potential discharge into Lynn Canal, must be calculated. in addition,
the DEIS must assess the potential impact of these solids on benthic organisms and other
aquatic life.
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Moreover, since it is likely that treatment of the discharge will be necessary in order
10 meet New Source Performance Standards, the potential treatment methods must be
discussed in the DEIS along with an assessment of the potential effects from the use of
tloccolents or other processes that might be used.

The DEIS also fails to adequately assess the use of water during the project,
Specifically, the DEIS fails to discuss whether during low flow periods sufficient water will
bemaintained in Sherman Creek to protect instream resources, and whether mine drainage
water could be used as a source of water frrr domestic and mill uses rather than utilizing
water taken from the upper Sherman Creek diversion dam.

Tire DEIS admits that the effects of the water withdrawals, combined with the loss
~fwater due to the construction of the tailings dam, may have an adverse effect on fish life
in Sherman Creek. DEIS at 4.36, 4-38, However, no value for minimum in.stream flow is
provided. This figure must be determined and included in the DEM.

In addition, although the DEIS describes the partial use of mine drainage for makeup
water for the mill, DEIS at A-25, Figure A-18 and 4-20, Figure 4-6, it fails to explain why
mine drainage could not be used to provide the total amount of water required fnr mill
Operations. As discussed above, use of mine drainage for total mill and domestic uses must
be considered,

The DEIS fails to assess some significant potential impacts to wildlife. For example,
the DEIS totally ignores the potential for the tailings pond to attract migratory birds, and
the potential impact on those birds which contact toxic substances in the pond.

[n additio~ the DEIS fails to meaningfully assess potential noise impacts. The use
crf urban sounds as a comparison to the level of noise that will be generated is
Inappropriate, Many people would probably consider a vacuum cleaner to be extremely
disturbing in a wilderness setting. The DEIS should describe noise as the percentage
Increase over pre-mhre background noise.

Finally, the assessment of socioeconomic impacts ignores two significant potential
Impacts, First, the DEIS fails to assess the potential impact to the fisheries industry from
Rviolation of the NPDES permit limits. It is well known that the mere perception that fish
may be tainted will adversely affect the market for fish products. Second, the DEIS fails to
assess the impact on recreating areas and uses due to the increased population which will
result from the mine operation. These impacts must be analyzed and included in a revised
draft EIS.

118.15
Please see response no. 99.28.

118,16
Please see response no, 99.28.

118.17
Please see responses no, 117.25, 117.88, 117.180 and 118.11.

118.18
The DEIS, on page 4-52 addresses the potential toxicity of projected cyanide
levels in tailings pond waters to wildlife landing on or drinking from the tailings
pond. This discussion has been expanded in the FEIS to address other
potentially toxic substances occurring in the tailings pond waters.

118.19
The inclusion of noise examples in the DEIS was intended to provide a frame

of reference that most people would be familiar with so that they could get a
relative feel for noise increases in terms that are meaningful to them. Noise is
measured on a logarithmic scale that is difficult to grasp, Attempts to go one

step further and convert the noise increases to percentages would further
confuse the issue,

118,20

The Forest Service finds no deficiencies in the DEIS large enough to warrant
supplementing the draft EIS and has prepared an FEIS, See also responses
no. 93.65, 93.67, 86,11 and DEIS at page 86.11.
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I “ THE DEIS FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ASSESS CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

NEPA requires that an EM discuss the incremental impact of a proposed project in
addition to all “past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions.” 40 C.F.R. S 1508.7.
The discussion of cumulative impacts in the DELS is inadequate in several respects. First,
the Forest Service fails to discuss the effects of the proposed Windy Craw mine and
socioeconomic impact on Juneau of that mine along with the present impact on Juneau of
the Greens Creek mine, tbe impact of the proposed Greens Creek expansion, and the
potential effects of all tbe mines closing simultaneously as a result of depressed minerals
prices.

.

Moreover, the DE[S fails to discuss the cumulative impact of the proposed mining
project when added to past exploration activities. Instead, the Forest Service has included
exploration activities as part of the baseline. However, exploration activity has already
affected resources in the area. For example, the DEIS admits that past exploration activity
may have already significantly affected mountain goats in the area by displacing them from
prime winter habitat in and around the mine site. The DEIS must include a discussion of
these impacts in its cumulative impact assessment. ,

i l?$.~? t

Finally, the DEIS fails to consider the cumulative impact of past and ongoing
exploration activities at the Jualin mine.

E. THE DEIS FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ASSESS POSSIBLE MITIGATION
MEASURES

NEPA requires that an EIS discuss measures, including design alternatives, to reduce
or eliminate the range of impacts of the proposal. The DEIS fails to do so. The DEIS
devotes a mere two pages to mitigation, which merely lists categories of impacts and general
measures to mitigate those impacts. This is totally inadequate to meet NEPA’s
requirements.

11824

t
In addition, NEPA requires the Forest Service to do more than simply list possible

mitigation measures. It must also discuss the effectiveness of measures discussed.

JI$.25
Moreover, the DEIS fails to discuss measures to mitigate several of the project’s

major impacts. For example, it fails to discuss possible treatment of the effluents to mitigate

118.21
The proposed Windy Craggy Mine is not likely to cause a major cumulative
impact in the Juneau area. Workers associated with the movement of supplies
and concentrate through Haines would live in the Haines area and workers at
the mine in Canada would be Canadian. Therefore, the mine is not
considered in the analysis of reasonable foreseeable cumulative impact
projects. Please see response no. 94-29 for consideration of the Green’s Creek
Mine.

118.22
It is not stated in the DEIS “that past exploration activity may have significantly

affected mountain goats in the area by displacing them from prime winter
habitat in and around the mine site.” On page 3-39 of the DEIS it is stated that

“it is also possible that past mining and exploration in the area have caused
goats to shift to habitats more distant from these activities.” The DEIS also
recognizes (on page 4-54) that “additional displacement caused by mine
development would result in cumulative impacts to the Lions Head mountain
goat population,” if past displacement has occurred.

Although past mining and exploration activities may have displaced mountain
goats, it is impossible to go back in time to determine the actual occurrence or
magnitude of this displacement, Mining activity has occurred in this area off
and on since the late 1800s. Preliminary results of recent ADF&G monitoring
of mountain goats in the Lions Head Mountain area indicate that these
activities may have displaced mountain goats from potentially suitable winter
habitat above the mine site. However, the effects of this displacement on the
local mountain goat population are unknown. Current ADF&G population

estimates derived from onsite aerial surveys are consistent with carrying
capacity projections derived from the HSI model for habitats in the study area.

1 t8.23
The wildlife discussion on cumulative impacts has been expanded in the FEIS
to include past and ongoing exploration activities at the Jualin Mine.

118.24
Please see response no. 93.3.

118.25
The expected effectiveness of mitigation measures are factored into the
discussion of impacts in Chapter 4 of the FEIS, No impacts from the tailings
pond to migrating birds are expected, The pond water will contain no known
constituents above toxic levels for birds.

Wetlands mitigation will be required and stipulated by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers under the authority of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The

Corps will not act on the permit until the FEIS identifies the preferred
alternative.
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potential impacts on Lynn Canal, and fails to discussmeasures to mitigate the potential
impactsthe tailings pond will have on migratory birds, In addition the DEIS fails to discuss
mitigation for the loss of wetlands caused by the project, as required by applicable
regulations. Mitigation for these and all other impacts most be thoroughly assessedin the
DEIS.

F. THE RECLAMATION PLAN V1OLATES FEDER~ STATE AND
LOCAL REGULATIONS

Applicable Forest Service regulations require a plan of operations to include a
reclamation plan. 36 C.F.R. s 22E.4(c)(3), That plan must include measuresto rehabilitate
fisheries and wildlife hahitat as well as reclaim surface resources. ~. s 228.8(g). The
“conceptual”plan prepared by Kensington Venture addressesonly surface reclamation
measures. No mention is made of measuresto restorethe fisheriesproductivelyof Sherman
Creek for example, Moreover, Forest Service regulations authorize tbe agency to require
reclamation to take place during operations. ~. The KensingtonVenture’s mineral claims
are located in an area classifiedas LUD 11by tbe Forest Service which means the area is
to be managed “.., in a roadlessstate to retain their wildland character.” Thus, in order 10
retain the wildernesscharacter of the area to the greatestextent possible,the Forest Service
must require reclamation to be ongoing throughout tbe life of the mine, Ongoing
reclamation is applicable to the restoration of areas disturbed by road building (i.e.
reclamation of all non road-surface areas), of tbe face of the tailings dam as h is built in
lifts, and in mitigating the effec[s of the destroyed wetlands and stream habitat as
constructionof the facility proceeds.s

frr addition, the City& Borough nf Juneau, which will rely on the EIS In its decision
making process,requires that detailed information on reclamation be submitted before it
can grant a large mine permit. Specifically, an applicatimr for a large mine permit must
contain “a description and timetable of proposed reclamation of affected surface.” CBJ
Code 49.65,130(b). The mining ordinance also outlines more detailed requirements of the

s The discussionof the one reclamation project that is included in the DEW, routings
for Sherman and Opbb Creeks after closure, k confusingat best. The DEIS states that
Ophir Creek will remain in the diversion channel after mine closure, DEIS 4-39, hut in
other places states that the Ophir Creek diversion, as well as tbe Sherman Creek diversion
would be removed. ~. at A-23, 2-10. This must be clarified.

118.26
Please see Chapter 2 of the FEIS for an expanded discussion of mitigation
meaaures.

118.27
The EIS is not an approval document for the CBJ Large Mine permit process,
and may not satisfy all requirements for the permit.
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reclamation measures to be performed. W ~. at 49.65.135. 11is impossible to evaluate
the requirements outlined in this section without the detailed information that would be

11$.z~ required in a reclamation plan.

It$.?$

[

/19.29

Moreover, Alaska statutes require a reclamation plan for an operation like the
Kensington prior to commencing the project. AS 27.19.030. Draft regulations issued for
implementation under this statute are currently undergoing public comment and are due to
be implemented by October 15, 1991. These regulations call for the submission of a
reclamation plan 45 days prior to the start of any proposed mining activity. Thus, the
Kensington Venture will have to meet the conditions of these regulations since it is unlikely
tbe mine will have all of its permits approved before that date.

G. THE DEIS FAILS TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS
ANILCA

OF s 810 OF

Section 810 of the Afaska Lands National conservation Act (ANILCA) requires the
Forest Service to evaluate whether the proposed mine project affects subsistence resources
and uses. 16 U.S.C. 6 3120. Specifically, s 810(a) requires the Forest Service to evaluate
the effect of the proposal on subsistence use and resources, tbe availability of other lands
for the proposed mine development and alternatives which would reduce or eliminate the
use of lands important for subsistence. The DEIS fails to meet these requirements.

Significantly, the Forest Service ignores existing information on subsistence uses.
Studies conducted by the Subsistence Division of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
and the 1988Tongass Resource Use Cooperative Study (TRUCS) document subsistence use
of salmon and other finfish by residents of kiaines, Khrkwan and Skagway, and use of deer
near Point Sherman by Haines residents. This information is inexplicably absent from the
DEIS. & DEIS at 3-83 to 3-84. These subsistence uses could be adversely affected. The
DEIS admits that herring, herring roe and halibut in the Point Sherman area have been
designated as subsistence resources. ~. at 3-84. However, tbe DEIS fails to thoroughly
evaluate the effects on these species, as well as other species used for subsistence such as
salmon and erdachon.

At a minimum, the DEIS must assess the effects of the adverse deposition of solids
in the tailings pond effluent as well as the potential impacts to all migratory species of fish
from accidental spills of chemicals, a breacb of the tailings pond, and tbe likely exceedence
of NPDES permit limits for the tailings pond discharge. in addition, competition for

118.28
Thank your for the summary information.

118.29
Please see the FEIS for an expanded discussion of subsistence issues.
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subsistence resource must be assessed as well as cumulative impacts from other activities $

which adversely affect subsistence in Haines, Skagway and Khrkwan.
m“
o

H. THE TAILINGS DAM DOES NOT YET MEET STATE DESIGN ,,8 so
STANDARDS

See responses no. 87.8, 93.33, and 100,18.

Application of the proper design criteria for the tailings dam includes three
consideratiorw first, the proper study must be used to establish the magnitude of earthquake
events that could be expected at the site of the tailings darn, second, a sufficient analysis
must be done to define the design basis earthquake; and third, the proper State classification
must be assigned to the dam. None of these three factors has been met and therefore the
tailings dam does not meet state design standards.

1) The Maximum Credible Earthquake Has Not Been Properly Assessed.

The DEIS relies on two studies in establishing the maximum credible earthquake
(MCE) for the Ke~sington dam site. The first is a study by Gcomatrix Consultants, ~

.“rnes ~, (May 1988); and the second is a report
by Steph:n, Robertson and Kirst:n, !nc. & Woodward-C1yde Consultants,,~,.

ep Creek TatJttsg@am. AJ Pro&cl , (Mar.
1990). The SRK/WCC report performed a detailed analysis of the possible occurrence of
seismic events for the AJ tailings dam. In contrast, the Geomatrix report was primarily of
a geotechnical nature, and did not involve the detailed seismic modelling that was contained
in the SRK/WCC report. However, it appears that because seismic modelling is lacking for
the Kensington site, the data in the SRK/WCC report is being used to establish the
potential magnitude and frequency of a “floating earthquake” at the Kensington site.
According to Woodward-Clyde Consultants, the scope of the SRK/WCC study was limited
to the AJ site, and it is indeed possible that earthquakes of somewhat larger magnitude
could occur at Kensington, Personal communication, Ivan Wong, WCC (July 22, 1991). The
Forest Service must review the data used in determining {he maximum credible floating
earthquake, and require an appropriate study, if necessary, before the MCE is established
for the Kensington dam site,

The State of Alaska, Dam Safety Engineer has independently reviewed the
earthquake design parameters developed by the design engineer.
Modifications to the Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) have been made to
account for earthquakes which may be generated on existing faults (Chatham
Strait Fault System, Fairweather Fault System) and resulting from a floating or
random earthquake at the site. The earthquake source capable of generating
the greatest acceleration and least favorable resonant frequency will be used in
developing seismic design parameters,

The design engineer has utilized commonly acceptable, state-of-the-art seismic

design techniques to analyze dam stability. Soil amplification computer
programs (SHAKE) which simulate seismic effects throughout the dam have

been used to determine design accelerations at various critical levels.

It is the responsibility of the State of Alaska, Dam Safety Engineer to assign
the proper Hazard Classification for the Kensington tailings dam and not a
function of the NEPA process.
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2) The appropriate Source for the Maximum Credible Earthquake Has
Not Been Assessed

There are potentially three sources for earthquakes at the Kensington site, The first
would be a “floating earthquake”, which is a crustal earthquake that occurs along a local
fault or in the crust in the immediate vicinity of the dam site. The second would be an
earthquake along the Chatham Strait Fault system, which would be expected to generate
earthquakes larger than the Irrcal floating earthquakes that might occur at the dam site, but
also occurring at a greater distance than a local earthquake, with accompanying attenuation
of the ground displacement. The third source would be a very large event along the
FairWeather Fault System. This would be the largest of the potential events, but also the
most distant.

The propagation of seismic energy is frequency dependant, with low frequency energy
going farther (less attenuation) than high frequency energy. All dams have resonant
frequencies, i.e. a frequency at which the dam will tend to reverberate like a guitar string.
ff the dam is excited at this frequency, it is much mnre likely to fail than if the exciting
energy is predominantly of bigher or lower frequency content. The Kensington dam,
because of its large size and the relatively low acoustic velocity of the construction materials,
will have a low resonant frequency, and will therefore be more susceptible than a concrete
structure of the same size to distant earthquake sources. Therefore, it is possible that a 118.31

larger even~ located at some distance from the dam site, might actually have more potential The issues raised in your comment are important and we note that the State
for destroying the dam than a local event, A through analysis of which of these three dam safety approval process is addressing them. See also response
sources will generate the greatest ground motion needs to be performt!d~ no. 118.30.

3) The Proper State Hazard Classification Has Not Been Assigned to the
Dam

The calculations that have been performed to date have assumed that the dam will
be designated a Class III structure by the State. A Class Ill is the least restrictive category
that can be assigned. &G 11 AAC 93.157. In order to receive this designation, a number
of criteria must be met. The Kensington Venture has not satisfied these criteria.

6 ‘fIsisdeficiency has also been pointed out in a recent letter from EBA Engineering
Inc., Lance Duncan, P.E., July 24, 1991, to Echo Bay Mines, as part of the State’s
Kensington Dam Design Review.
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I
The criteria that must be met in nrder to allow the designation of the dam as a Class

111structure are summarized in a letter from EBA Engineering Inc., Lance Duncan, P.E.,
responding on behalf of the State nf Alaska, to Echo Bay Mines, July 24, 1991.

.,. However, use of less than the MCE (Maximum Credible Event, called MDE in the
A-J report) local event for design mandates that the pntential inundation area
downstream of the dam, the dam itself, and the impoundment area below high water
line (which includes all tailings surface area both before and after decommissioning)
be permanently and irrevocably znned, withdrawn, and otherwise designated as a
safety zone, with no allowance of structures, development of facilities for occupancy
of use, or other devehrpment which would introduce risk of life (other than from
occasional access by plant maintenance personnel servicing outlet works), or of
property not belonging to the mine and directly related to the operatinn and
maintenance of the dam and outlet works. Failure to achieve such withdrawal wmrld
affect the classification of the structure rrs “Low Risk, or Class 111,under 11 AAC
93.157, and thereby require more stringent design criteria.

id., p. 3. Because these factors are essential to the proper classification, the DEIS must
discuss the safety of the mine’s shore based facilities near the mouth nf Sherman Creek (i.e.
are these facilities in the floodplain?).

I The letter continue%

Evidence of formal withdrawal of the area and zoning and posting by Echo Bay, the
Bornugh of Juneau ~ the U.S. Forest Service is required for this to be considered
an acceptable alternative. A second proviso for this to be an acceptable approach
is that Echo Bay must furnish evidence of issuance of the previously discussed
determination and/or written concurrences from the applicable environmental
agencies (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, Alaska Department
of Fish & Game, U.S. Environmental Prrrtection Agency, U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service, etc,, as applicable to their respective jurisdictional and administrative
authorities) that the impounded tailings and decant water are not considered
hazardous to toxic substances. A third requirement is submittal of written
determination from the Alaska Department of Fish & Game that the creek area
downstream of the dam to the confluence with Lynn Canal is nrrt an “important
salmon spawning habitat” as called nut in 1I AAC 93.157(2).

IM. p. 3. Discussion of the three pnints mentinned in this paragraph, (1) withdrawal of the
area, (2) certification that the tailings and decant water are not hazardous and toxic, and
(3) determination that Sherman Creek is not an “important sahnnn spawning habitat” as they
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[
apply to determining critical design parameters used to insure the safety of the dam, must
be thoroughly assessed in the DEIS,

L MISCELLANEOUS ERRORS

We note the following errors and omissions in the DE15

1. Page 1-9

The DEIS fails to mention that a solid waste permit from ADEC is required for the
disposal of mine tailings.

2. Page S-12

The third paragraph incorrectly lists the number of acres of wetlands disturbed by
Alternative E as 105 to 145. We believe this should be 77 to 105 acres. See Table 4-15,
p. 4-42.

3. Page 4-15

1ssthe S’hparagrap~ “A 120 to 1 dilution of tailings pond effluent would be required
to meet the acute toxicity criteria for lead.” Table 4-11, p. 4-29 states the required dilution
is 23:1. Which figure is correct?

4. Page 4-23

The second paragraph references Appendix D, Table D4-8 and Table D4-7, The
correct reference is to Tables D2-8 and D2-7 respectively.

5. Table 4-11, page 4-29

Chronic criteria for Alaska should be used. This data is available from ADEC in the
publication J3xcerDts from the AIaska Water oualitv Standa rds Workboo k, ADEC Water
Quality Management, Juneau, July 1991. Fnr these values, Co, Ag, and CN chronic values
are assumed to be equal to acute.

118.32
Thank you for pointing out these discrepancies, The correct dilution value fo!
load is 23 to 1 as shown in Table 4-11. We have reviewed the document for
consistency per your comment,
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6. Table 4-23, page, 4-68

[

I

The table should include a total for the bottom line of tbe table, “Cssmmunity Net
11~, 52 Gain (Loss).” This would show a total net loss to the community, over the life of the

project, of $883,000.

CONCLUSION

As discussed above, the DEIS fails to meet the fundamental purposes and
requirements of NEPA. Therefore, the Forest Service must remedy the deficiencies in the
document and reissue a revised DEIS for further public comment.

We appreciate the opportunity to cumment and hope that our comments will he

helpful to you.

Sincerely,

t

qf -
“/ .
.

Marlyn J wilchell
Associate Attorney

David M. Chambers
Mining Analyst

cc Southeast Afaska Conservation Council
Lynn Canal Conservation
Juneau Group, Sierra Club
Debra Donahue, National Wildlife Federation

City & Borough of Juneau Planning Commis!!ion
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Dear Mr. Mitchell,

We have had an opportunity to review the draft EN for the Kensington Venture dated

June 1, 1991 and wish to comment on the proposed transportation plmr as articulated in
Chapter 2 of that document.

Wfdle it is not our intent to second guess the authors of the draft document, it occurs to

us that the sccrrarios outlined for passenger and light freight transportation to the mine
have failed to consider what we feel to be the safest, most reliable, economically sound

and environmentally senaitrle surface transportation route available. That being a route

horn a small marine terminal at Echo Cove to a terminal on the north shore of Bernera
Bay l~atecl at either West Slate Creek Cove or at the existing Jualin lerminal site in East

Slate Creek Cove. 119.1

A small terminal facility could be constructed on privately owned Ianda on the northeast
Thank you for the summary information.

!hore of Echo Cove which would provide for a small vessel moorage, terminal building
and parking area for mine employees,

A terminal building, parking area, and driveway (connecting the end of Ghrcier Highway
LO the terminal) could be designed in such a manner so as to minimize negative

environmental impact to the area and be naturally screened from public view.

By developing a terminal at Echo Cove, long term safe and reliable daily transportrrtion

:orrld be provided not only for the Kensington, but could also service future operational
requirements at the Jualin mine eliminating the necessity to revisit issues related to

development of a separate transportation system for that mine.



Problemsassociatedwith long unreliable vesseltransits from Auke Bay due to weaiher in
Lynn Canal, vehicle parking congestion at Auke Bay or the Juneau Airport, and the
‘requirementsfor the maintenance of large long term storage and housingfacilities at the
Kensingtonand Jualhr could also he alleviated to a great degree.

[n April of 1990 we were asked to conduct a Vessel Transportation Analysiswhich would
iddress the “...operational feasibility and estimated COSIS associated with vessel
transportationfrom Juneau 10 the Kensington Mine...”, The following is an excerpt from
[hat study

1,

2.

3.

4.

s.

6.

“BASIC CONCEPTS OF OPERATION

Assumption%

With the exception of passengerhealth and safety, the rigid adherence to rcgubrr
transit schedulesand minimum transit times are to be of first priority to Echo Bay
and the transportation contractor.

The vessel(s)utilized will be dedicated to Echo Bay service only, and as a result
should be configured and equipped to provide passenger,freight, ambuhmce, and
other duties as required.

The vessel(s)mustbe immedirrtelyon call and capable of safe all weather operation
on a 365 day per year basis.

The vessel(s)will he mnnncd fry Iicenccd Merchant Marine Officers and crew as
required by the Office of Marine Inspection, inspectedby the United States Coast
Ouard, and maintained In serviceable and inspectedcondition during the contract
period.

The contractor, the vessel(s) and crews must be insured for hull and machinery,
fchmaree, public liability to the vahrc of the replacement value of the vessel(s).

The contractor will carry a minimum of $10,(KIO,OOO.OOpassengerIiahilily insurance
coverage,and provide financial responsibilityand pollution coverageas required by
the United States Coast Otrard,.,”.



“...Auke Bay to Slate Creek:

The weather in Lynn Canal is some of the most severe mrri unpredictable in Southeast

Alaska. During winter months (October thru March) high wind and sea conditions are
quite common and from November through February heavy vessel icing conditions are
routinely encountered.

Transit times, fuel consumption, and prrssengcr health and safety will be heavily impacted
by weather during year round operations over this route.

The vessel(s) required to service this route will have 10 be caprrble of high speed operation

(2o+ Kts.) in seas of up to 8’, moderate speed operation (12 -14 KIS.) in seas of up to
12’, and low speed operation (8 Kts.) in seas above 12’, during periods of low vessel icing.

in order to insure passcrrger safety, and minimize prrssenger discomfort, voyage delay or
disruption due to weather conditions, we would anticipate utilization of a steel mono-

hrrlled vessel(s), approximately 120’x 25’x 12’, of over 2000 shp configured 10 accummoriate

over gO passengers, equipped with emergency medical equipment for transportation of up

to twenty patients, and be additionally capable of transporting containerized cargo.

Transit time estimates, one way

a. Normal Operation

b. Moderate Weather

c. Ilcavy Weather

-2 to 2.5 hrs.

-3.5 to 4 hrs.

-5.5 to 7.5 hrs....”.

“...Echo Cove to Slate Creek:

While the Echo Cove to Slate Creek Cove route is subjected 10 similar wind and icing

condhions present in Lynn Canal, this route is for the most part protected from Lynn

Canal sea conditions.

Due to this route being across tbe mouth of Berncrs Bay, which is fed by the Berncrs

River and Cowee Creek, doring the winter months surface ice will most certainly be

encountered. A vessel operating on this route will be required to break ice when these
conditions are present.



The vessel(s)required to servicethis route will hrwe to be capable of high speedoperation
:20+ Kts.) in seas of up to 6’, and low speed operrrtion (8+ Kts.) through surface ice.

We would anticipate rrtilizrrtionof a steel ice classmono-hulled vessel(s), approximrrtely
Kt’x 22’x 6’ of over 2000 shp configured to accommodate over SOpassengers,equipped
with emergency medical equipment for transportation of up to twenty patients, and
additionally capable of transporting cargo.

$cherfrded365 day servicecan be guaranteed over this route during all weather conditions
with little if any negative impact on transit times, fuel consumption,or passengercomfort,

Ikansit time estimalcs, one way

Normai Operation
; Moderate Weather
c, Heavy Weather
d, Surface ICC

“...CONCLUSION!J

- ,25 hrs. to .33 hrs.
- .33 hrs. to .5 hrs.
- ,33 hrs. to .5 hrs,
- .5 hrs. to .7S hrs.....”.

Transit of Lynn Canal during the winter monthscannot be guaranteed. While we feel the
vesselwe have specified will be ahlc to transit this route in aimosl all cases, there arc
times at which ~ vesselcan make the transit. Even the State ferries (which arc in excess
of 350’) have been [orccrf to “iay in” waiting for weather in the canal.

Another matter that needs to be seriously evaluated when considering the Lynn Cared
route is passengercomfort. While crews and vesselscan safely make this tmnsit in heavy
weather, for the most part the. passengerscan be expected to experience discomfort
tanging from mild nausea to total disrtbility as a result of one of these p~ssagcs. We
would assumeEcho Bay Mines would want Ihcir employees motivated and able to work
when arriving at the Kensington site.

in our opinion, uninterrupted serviceswith a minimum of passengerdiscomfort can be
guaranteed by utiiizing the Echo Cove/Slate Creek route.

Transita can be consistentlymade in well under one hour regardlessof weather conditions,
This shouldnot only reduce Echo Baysoverhead related to tranait pay for their personnel,
but will offer alternative emergency amhohmce scwiccs during darkness or inclement
weather which precludes air evacuation of injured personnel.



Very truly yours;

In either case, because of overall safety, consistency of operation, winter icing conditions

of the vessels, wind loarfing, heavy sca keeping ability, and the potential necessity of icc
breaking in Berners Bay, we have sclectcd steel mono-hull low profile high speed vessels

as our preference...”,

We believe the creation of a surface transportation route between Echo Cove and North
Berners Bay would:

1. More closely integra(e the Kensington and Jrmlin Ventures into the Juneau

community,

2. provide safe, reliable and cost effective transportation for Junemr citizens

employed at the mines,

3. allow immediate access for mine personnel to Juneau emergency services,

4. minimize negative environmental impacts related to the development mrd

operation of transportation support servi~es for the mines,

5. and greatly reduce the potential for accidents caused by adverse climatic

conditions which routinely impact the Juneau area.

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS. ff we can
provide any further comment or if you have any questions, please feel free to contact us.
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Kenneth E. Mitchell
District Ranger
Juneau Ranger District
~465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

In response to your June 28, 1991, request, we have reviewed the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)for the Kensington Gold
Project. We offer the following comments for your consideration,
General comments are provided below; specific commentsare included
in Attachment 1,

GenePa1 commen~

We believe additional baseline biological studies are needed to
accurately determine the proposed project~s potentialenvironmental
impacts and as a basis for monitoring and reclamationplanning. We
would be pleased to work with you in the identificationof these
studies, Until such baseline information is availsble, we believe
the analysis ant!description of potential project inpacts on fish,
wildlife, and their habitats is incomplete.

The DEIS indicates that effluent standards for this project would
include a mixing zone. We beliave that upland treatment should be
included and analyzed as an alternative in the EIS. We also
believe that alternativedischarge locationeshould be included and
analyzed in the EIS.

According to the DEIS, the potential accumulation of metals in
sediments adjacent to the discharge area is expected ~0 be
significant. Sased on a discharge of 2,500 gallons per minute
(tlpm)and the Average Pond Effluent Mean (Table4-9), the estimated
discharge i9 0.41 kilograms (kg)/day (146 kg/year) copper, 0.71
kg/day (252 kg/year) lead, 0.028 kg/day (10.1 kg/year) silver, and
0,26 kcjlday (90,1 kg/year) cyanide. In addition, an undetermined
quantity of chlorine, spent reagents, nitrogen compounds, and
cyanide products are to be discharged, Given the amount of
contaminants discharged, we believe that the potential for ha~m to
all organisms in
addressed in theb

the-dikcharge
EIS+

area is considerable and should be

120.1
PleaaeseetheFEISfor an expanded discussion of alternative discharge
locations. Seealso response no,45,

120.2The subject of metals deposition in the general area has been given
greater attention inthe FEIS (see Chapter 4), This matterwas also
addressed in areviewof bioaocumulation asit relates to the project by
Kessler and Vigers (1992),
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The DEIS indicates that large volumes of fuel and hazardous
substances would be used at the project site, which necessitates
frequent year-round fueling and offloading operations. We assume
that a comprehensive, all-weather, spill-prevention and cleanup
plan, including provisions for oil and hazardous substances
expected to be on-site, and acquisition and maintenance of
equipment and materials necessarv for execution of the ~lan would
be p;epared and implemented prio<to project development-, assuming
project approval.

lie believe a more specific presentation of reclamation and closure
methods and neasures needs to be added in the EIS for each
alternative, including the preferred alternative,

We believe that discussions and conclusions about impacts to
habitats and wildlife populations in the DEIS are understated and,
in many cases, unsupported by relevant references. For example,
the full range of potential impacts of the proposed project
alternatives on migratory birds is not provided, This information
needs to be included in the EIs.

Details on how the proposed project’e tailings would be placed in
the impmndtnent and how theresulti.ng contaminated water body would
be managed to preclude contact with migratory birds, particularly
waterfowl, needs to be added to the project description and impact
discussions in the EIS. If contact with migratory birds cannot be
precluded, the EIS should describe actions that would be taken in
the event of waterfowl or seabird injury or death due to contact
with the tailin s pond.

?
The EIS should recognize that any

migratory bird d e-off would require immediate rehabilitation or
isolation of the impoundment area.

Based on our information, the destruction of cyanide using the
alkaline chlorination technique would rasult in residual chlorine
present in the tailings pond. The more thoroughly that cyanide is
neutralized, the more residual chlorine would be present.
Therefore, we believe that anticipated chlorine concentrations need
to be presented in the EM. In addition, since chlorine is a
highly toxic compound and could destroy aquatio life, the EIS
should include a discussion of the discharge of chlorine into the
Lynn Canal and possible accidental releaaes into freshwater bodies.

Furthermore, we believe the &IS should address how the saltwater
Water Quality Criteria for chlorine (which are not to exceed 7.5
~}L4-day average not more than once every lyears, andL3 %/Las
a not-to-exceed figure, once every 3 years) would be met upon
discharge.

120.3
The EIS discussion of reclamation and mitigation measures for each alternative
are adequate to allow a reasoned discussion of the environmental effects of
each alternative.

120.4
The discussion on the potential for migratory bird fatalities in the tailings pond
has been expanded inthe FEIS.

120.5
Theimpoundment isprojected to benon-toxic to migratory birds. Please see
response no. 120.4.

120.6
Please see response no. 93.12.
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Helicopters used for transport could disturb nesting bald eagles in
the project area. The EIS should address the location of nests
relative to helicopter access routes, and how the potential
disturbance to nesting bald eagles would be avoided,

*

We believe that long-term dewatering of the lower portions of
Sherman creek would have major adverse impacts on fish andwildlita
in that watershed. 8oth Ophir and Sherman creeks would need
sufficient water to euetain viable fish, amphibian, invertebrate,
ahd other animal populations. Therefore, an alternate water supply
during low-flow periods needs to be addressed in the EIS.

e
In addition to the above comments, the DEIS containe technical
errors, contradictions, and inconsistencies as outlined in
Attachment 1. We believe these ehould be reconciled in the EXS,

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on thie document.

Sincerely,

&K-
Regional-E;nvmental
Officer

Enclosures

120.7
Adiscussion of potential helicopter disturbance to existing bald eagle nest
sites has been added tothe FEIS,

120.8
The lower portion of Sherman Creek will not be dewatered by the proposed
project, All diverted flowsfrom the upper portion of Sherman and Ophir
Creeks will be routed to lower Sherman Creek and discharged back into the
stream channel where the natural barrier to salmon migration is located,
During low flow periods it is planned that underground mine drainageor
groundwater wells would be developed for an alternate water supply source to
meet minimum instream flow requirements for aquatic species,
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ATTACHMENT 1

~k

pacre 1-1. column 1. Daraaraph 1< The EIS should contain a
discussion of the Plan of Operation for each alternative.

Paae 1-7. column 1. naraa awh 2. We believe the project impacts on
wetland and floodplain ;abitats need to be fully described and
analyzed in the EM.

Paae 1-7, column 1, Daraa Dh L This paragrapttshould be revised
in the EIS to indicate ;;at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) also administers the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C.
Section 703-712).

Paaes 2-1 throucah 2-2. We believe that other alternatives to
discharging the effluent into Lynn Canal and storinq tailings on
site need to be presented in tha EIS, In addition, a thorough
evaluation of installing a water treatment plant to remove
contaminants from the wastewater before releasing it into the
environment needs to be included in this discussion in the EIS,

120.9
A planofoperationcan only be reasonably formulated by the project
proponent after the Forest Sewiceissues aRecord of Decision. The EIS
presents each alternative in sufficient detail to allow a reasoned discussion of
the environmental effect of that alternative,

120.10
The projected impacts, in terms of acreage, importance values, and functions
to wetlands are described in detail on DEISpages 4-42 through 4-44. No
floodplain vegetation types would be impacted by any of the alternatives being
considered.

P e 2-3 e~< Plans for reclamation, closure,* 120.12
and rehabilitation should be included in ItProjectComponent Options
Studied in Detail{t in the EIS.

Paa e 2-5. column 14 Dar araDh 2% The locations of waste rock
disposal sites should be;escribed in this section and included in
all alternatives in the EIS.

?~ha -6. CO a ra Flotation agents proposed for
use need to be Iieted and their toxicities and stabilities
described in the EIS. All compounds resulting from the alkaline
chlorination pcocedure and their toxicities and stabilities should
also be included, Furthermore, each waste productts probable
effects on marine organisms need to be discussed, as well as toxic
effects resulting from possible chemical synergies.

Faae 2-6, column 3. laSt naraarabh~ Four thousand tollsof ore per
day is 10 times the figure given for waste rock produced per day in
column 3 of paragraph 4 on page 2-4. This contradiction needs to
be corrected in the EIS,

P~ -8 lum h llIf necessary, secondary
treatment process would be employed to meet discharge standards
required by AOEC and EPA,18 This should be discussed further and
considered as an alternative in the EIS.

120.11
The USFVVS administers many important acts not listed here; the Migratory
Bird Treaty Actisonly one of them, .Shcethe project isnotexpected to have
significant effectson migratory% irds, Iisting that actwould not enhance the
FEIS.

Please see the FEIS for expanded discussions of these issues,

120.13

Such plans are included under management, mitigation and monitoring.

120.14
The locations of permanent waste rock disposal sites are shownon the plan
views of each alternative presented on pages 2-33, 2-35, 2-37 and 2-390f the
DEtS.

120.15
All of the reagents proposed for the milling process are presented in Chapter 2
of the FEW Information onthe toxicity of potassium xanthateat very low
concentrations >1 ug/1 is not available, Effluent from the flotation process
was evaluated in Lakefield (1990), The probable effectson marine organisms
aredescribed forthose parameters which require amixingzone to meet
standards.

120.16
Waste rock production isexpected toaverage 400tons per day, Ore
production is projected to average 4,000 tons per day,

120.17

Please see response no. 4.5.
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paae 2-9, Col umn 2’ Operation of the Sherman Creek tailings
disposal site and its use as a borrow site should be discussed in
further detail in the EIS, The effect of ‘the size of the water
body in the inpoundntent area needs to be described and the habitat
area loet needs to be quantified in the EIS.

?-= 2-10. column 2, naraqgavh 1’ nsurface flows across the
tailings would be contained in a lined and riprapped channel with
overbank containment. All araas would be revegetated as required
by the Forest Service,l~ Possible long-term effects of leachates on
water quality should be addressed in this section in the EIS,
Uonit.oring to assure Kevegetation and the effectiveness of
rehabilitation measures should be described as well. Moveover,
possible remedial measures to be taken in the event of initial
failure of rehabilitation efforts should also be identified and
included.

Pqe2 1. Col 3. car crra~ Effective September, 1990, the
T;xici;~Chara%&istio ~eaching Procedure replaced the EP toxicity
test for hazardous waste characterization based on toxicity.
Therefore, the text in the US should be revised accordingly.

Faae 2-11. c lumn34 B raara~ h3 This discussion needs additional
information”on the d;wateEed ;eillngs option in the EIS, In
addition, it should clarify why a 14 percent moisture content is
described in the dry tailings alternative,

Paae 2-12 and 2-40% It would be helpful if two illustrations were
used to separate Option A and option B of Alternative E in tha EIS.
The combination of the two is confusing,

.
Paae 2-17. c Iumn 1. Daraaran 2. The discussion in the text
indicates sod;um cyanide use isheetimated to be up to 320 tons per
year. This figure does not agree with Table 2-2, which indicates
that cyanide use at the site could be up to 511 tons per year (1,4
tons per day x 36s days per year = 511 tons per year], This
discrepancy neads to be corrected in the EIS and the resulting
information needs to be checked with page 4-34. The oorrect number
should be used on p. 4-34 (where it states that approximately
320 tons of sodium cyanide would be shipped to the site each year),

.
Paa e 2-18, collJQp 1. naraar aph 2U The discussion on hazardoue
waste disposal should be expanded in the EISO For ●xample, the
amount and type of hazardous waste, the t~me period of temporary
storage, and the parxnitted hazardous waste treatment and disposal
site(s) where the waste would be sent should be identified.

.
Paue -2 colum n 1. Da rarmagh 3* We believe the discussion of
offsite processing of flotation concentrates is incorrect and
should be correoted in the EIS. For example, Westmin Resourcee
Ltd. oparates an ●xisting 2,500 short ton per day (stpd) carbon in
leach (cIL) mill located approximately 11 miles north of Hyder,

. .

120.18
Borrowing material from within the impoundment area is standard construction
practice for embankments of all types and only serves to allow greater storage
foragiven embankment size, Habitat area losses are discussed several
places in the DEIS.

120.19
Comment noted,

120.20
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedures (TCLP) have been conducted by
the Kensington Venture onwaste rock andoreto provide information to
supplement data from the EPtoxicity testing and ASTM leachate method,
Test results for both procedures are similar, which is consistent with the minor
differences in extraction procedures used in the two methods,

120.21
A more detailed discussion of the dewatered tailings alternative can be found
in the FEIS.

The 14 percent moisture content forthedewatered tailings material represents
themaximum moisture content possible toattain compaction requirements. A
greater percentage of moisture would reduce both the ability to place and
compact thedewatered tailings and significantly reduce the dynamic stability
of the embankment,

120.22
Comment noted.

120.23
The actual amount of cyanide that would be used annually at the project site is
297 tons (16301 bs/day; 365days/yr) based oninformation developed as part
of the process design criteria evaluation. The 60 day storage requirement for
on-site cyanide is estimated tobe about 50 tons (Richins, 1991).

120,24
See Chapters 2 and 4 of the FELSfor additional discussion of hazardous
substances used at the project,

120,25
The discussion in Chapter 2 has been revised.
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Alaska, and is actively seeking customers for custom milling. This
mill is approximately 300 Idhs southeast of the Kensington Project
and has adequate access via Hyder, Alaska and Stewart, British
Columbia,

The mill could not handle ore directly due to undercapacity (2,500
stpcfvs. Kensington~s reposed 4,000 stpd rate) and because it does

!not have a flotation c rcuit. We believe the mill could handle the
Kensington flotation concentrates (160 to 280 stpd) with some
modification of its CIL circuit; namely, the IfestmintsCIL tank
agitator system would have to be modified to,handle the higher
density flotation concentrates.

paae 2-41. column 1, Daraara~h 3. (~Ifenvironmental changee vary
significantly from those predicted, additional remedial measures
may be implemented to reduce or eliminate project related effects.tt
If environmentally-detrimental changes occur, we believe remedial
measures would need to be implemented and should be reflected in
the EIS. Furthermore, conditions resulting in operation shut-clown
and possible rehabilitation measures need to be addressed in the
EIS.

Faae 2-41,.coIUmn 2. waraaraph I< IIIf the No Action Alternative is
selected, management, mitigation and monitoring would not be
required.” We believe that mitigation and reclamation for existing
impacts from the exploration program currently in operation at the
site need to be addressed under the No Aotion Alternative in the
EIS.

paae 2-42. column 2. Daraaraph 2< MA detailed monitoring pro9ram
would be developed based on the preceding objectives, This plan
would be implemented as part of the Kensington Mine Plan of
operations. Details of the monitoring plan would be determined
after the Final EIS is approved.!! We believe an effective
monitoring program cannot be developed without detailed, pre-
project baseline studies that are conducted seasonally to determine
varying seasonal conditions. The ?S1S should indicate which
baseline studies would be conducted, what they would include, and
when they would be completed.

paae 2-43% We believe the EIS should include--in the list of
environmental tneasures common to all action alternatives--the use
of sprays or enclosed conveyor belts to reduce airborne
particulate.

paae 2-43 and 44 and Part Cc The description of reclamation in the
DEIS does not address the leachate potential from tha tailings
disposal area(s). We believe the types of leachates and what
volumes expected under each alternative disposal tachnique should
be described in the EIS as well as the expected remedial measures
for potential problems. In addition, the measures to prevent
erosion of the tailings disposal sites need to be described. Of

120.26
The discussion in Chapter 2has been revised.

120.27
The Forest Service believes that it would be impossible to anticipate each and
eventuality notexpected asaresult of the project. The FEIS has anticipated
thepossibility that additional water treatment would be needed. We have
taken this extraordinary step because of the level of public concern over this
issue. We know of no other issue that merits this treatment and your
comment does not identify any issues you want to see addressed.

120.28
Please see the revised discussion in the FEIS

120.29
Chapter 2 of the FEIS contains additional information on monitoring objectives
and monitoring plans.

120.30
Raw ore crushing and handling would be mostly located underground, except
for alternatives with underground grinding where it would be wholly
underground. Measures toprotect workers from dust exposure would be
taken.

120.31
information ontailings, waste rock andold mine drainage (DEIS, Tables D2-7,
D2-8, D4-5, and D4-6) indicates that there is little potential to generate Ieachate
from tailings under any alternative.
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particular concern are alternatives that involve disposal sites in
former stream channels (Alternatives B, C, and D). Runoff from
tailings and leaching of chemicals into former stream channels
would adversely affect subsurface water tables and could uickly
percolate ihto downhill water bodies, Theretore, adversa?mpacts
of disposed materials on groundwater resources and all downhill
surface and subsurface flows also need to be addressed in the EIS.

we 2-43% We believe reclamation plans should be included in the
EIS for all alternatives and that included reclamation methods and
measures should involve state-of-the-art techniques to replace or
minimize lost terrestrialand aquatic habitats, not just to restore
stream routes and riparian vegetation,

Faae 2-44. How the project operators would preveht stream
contamination from runoff across tailinqs both during and after
construction should be specified in detail in the EIS, not just
listed as a reclamation objective.

Faae 2-49. Other alternative locations for the marine outfall
pipeline that would have less impact on valuable marine organisms
and habitats need to be identified and analy2ed in the EIS.

Paae 3-1. cow 2. p~a~h 2’ We believeithe assumption that
Ubackgroundconcentrations of air pollutants characterize the
airshed near the project” need to be validated with baseline
stu~ies of the air quality at the project site. In addition, those
baseline studies need to be completed prior to designing and
implementing a monitoring program. The EXS should specify how this
would be accomplished.

Faae 3-19, colwn 2. ~araaranh 4, We believe that before an
adequate assessment can be made of the crustacean andjor other
aquatic resources in Lynn Canal in the project area, a
comprehensive, all-season biological resource investigation
(baseline study) needs to recompleted. TheExs should specify how
this would be accomplished,

Faae 3-20L We believe that the intertidal and subtidal surveys
completed for habitat characteristicsand dominant plant and animal
qroups is insufficientto draw the conclusions stated in the DEIS.
The need for comprehensive, multiseasonal baseline studies ae
indicated above, also applies in this case. The EIS should speeify
how this would be aooomplished.

?aae 3-22, column 2. Daraar~ The survey conducted for marine
species was restricted to a few days during April and Oacember.
Historic studies of theprojeot area indicate extensive feedinq and
rearina use of aauatic communities and habitats, Therefore,
currin~ baseline s~udies need to be conducted as the basis for an
accurate assessment of impacts of the projact on
epecies, The EIS should specify how this would be

demersal fish
accomplished.

120.32
Please see response no, 120,3

120.33
The Forest Service will require that the Kensington Venture employ the Best

Available Technology for controlof sediment. This may include the useof
small sediment traps, hay bales, sediment fencing and other measures

normally used inconstruction inornear stream channels. Seealso USDA
Forest Service (1991),

120.34

Please see response no. 120.1,

120.35
Kensington Venture is not required to measure the background pollutants
because itisnot amajorstationary source (18MC50.300 (c)(l)). The

assumption that the existing background concentrations of air pollutants
characterize the airshed near the Kensington project isreasonable because of
thelack ofanynearby air pollution sources. Because there is no existing
background data for the Kensington site, representative data was used from a
nearby area in Alaska with characteristics similar tothose at the Kensington
site.

120.36

Seeresponses no.5.2 and 117.149. This comment, like others advocating
further baseline studies, does not state how the information could be used to

evaluate changes to populations due to deleterious effects.

120,37
See response no, 120.36. Some additional information isprovided in Chapter
3 of the FEIS.

120.38
This comment refera to “historic studies of the project area” that “indicate
extensive feeding and rearing use of aquatic communities and habitats.” The
statements in error, however, because there is no evidence of “historic
studies’’ of the area that indicate extensive use as stated. Upon checking with
the original author of the comment to learn when and by whom these studies
were conducted, itwas learned that the statement had been edited by others
without verifying the accuracy of the editing. Theoriginal author intended to
make no such assertion and was aware that no such “histories tudies’’exist.

This comment is similar to others that suggest that evidence exists showing
that the waters in and around the proposed outfall site are highly preferred

areas for feeding andmilling by immature fish, No documented evidence
exists to show this.

This comment isaddressed fuflher inresponses no5.2, l17.149, and 117,200.



U(M3

/2+44

Dm12dtTMEN12OF TEE 124TEit10R,ATTACKUENT i, CONT. 5

p~ -27. co urn ar aae 3-30 ast raqranh.
The EIS should include more detailed data on freshwater fish
species and habitat in the proposed project area and a uvara
detailed impact assessment of the project’s impacts on those
resources,

Paqe 3-34. column 2, va raaraph 2= Soil mapping units in the
section entitled “Wetlands Mapping*~do not add up to ‘q481n,One
soil napping unit has not been classified a’s wetlands,
wetlands,

mixed
or upland soil type, This inconsistency should be

rectified in the EIS,

paaes 34-36. The discussion under ‘tWetlands Function and Values’$
references Adarnus Resource Assessment, Inc, 1987a, 1987b, and
Adanws et! al., 1987. The EIS needs to inolude thesa references in
the “List of Referencesll, Inadditlon, the EIS naeds to clarify if
the 11AM ‘lBII, and ‘ICI! designations indicate levels of certainty
increasing from ~lAll to 14Cf@ or if the levels of Certainty decrease
from ~tAl!to “C1l. The text should also indicate if thare is a
numerical value associated with the levels of certainty.

aa 3 1. 1 2, naraar D 1- We suggest that the term!Su~uni-t~f bec~euf~rred t.O aS t&@ “Management SubUnit lC” ill the

EIS,

P~a 42. c lU 2, ~araara~h 2% This discussion should clarify
in ~h~ EIS w;ic~t’onsite field studies” are being referenced and
which personnel conducted observations and docuu,entation,

paae -43, Wa er irds. We believe the ciiscu$sion of waterbirds
need to be revisad in the EIS to include site-specific information.
FWS can provide additional waterfowl survey information from
surve s conducted in 1991 (King, 1991).

i
In addition, we believe

addit onal waterbird studies should be conducted to produce a
realistio record of the annual waterbird cycle in tha project aree.
The EIS should specify how this would ba accomplished.

P- e 3-43. column 3. Daracga~h 2.. The DEIS states that “A variety
of waterfowl, seabirds, and wading birds could occur near the
project area, depending on the season.$+ We believe studies of
migratory birds should be conducted throughout the year for valid
population and seasonal use information. The EIS should specify
how this would be accomplished.

?aa 3 4. c 1 ml D aaranh 3< we believe the EIS should
inc?ud;4the l!a;est ;urv&, conducted in 1991, on the use of the
project area by migratory birds. In addition, as stated above, the
EIS should identify studies to determine the use of the area by
nesting migratory birds. The EIS should also provide information
an how disturbance or destruction of miqratory birds andlor their
nests would be avoided.

120.39
Studies were conducted in summer, 1991 toinventory habitat and fish
populations within the areas to be inundated by the tailings impoundment and
to be diverted. Those results arepresented in Chapter 30fthe FElS, The
updated impact assessment in Chapter 40f the FEISincorporates results of
those studies.

120.40
The text in the FEIS has been revised to indicate a total of 47 soils mapping
units. It should be noted that Appendix Table D4-3 (DEIS page D4-9) contains
a listing of 49 soils mapping units which occur in the Kensington study area.
The reason for the apparent discrepancy arises from the treatment of two land
forms types, Glaciers and Fresh Water, as mapping units bythe Tongass soils
mapping. Bydefinition these units do not represent soils. The49 soils
mapping units minus Glaciers and Fresh Water equals 47total soils mapping
units for the study area.

120.41
The three references cited on DEIS pages 3-34 and 3-36 were inadvertently
omitted from the References Section. They have been added tothe FEIS.

Adamus Resource Assessment, inc. (1987b) indicates that levels of certainty
decrease from Ato C. This source assigns nonumerical values to the different
Ievels of certainty. lnthe DEISnumerical values were assigned to these
decreasing levels of certainty to calculate the “Wetland Importance Value”
described on DEIS page 4-43 and previously in response no. 93.58.

120.42
The FEIS reflects your suggestion.

120.43
The discussion has been modified in the FEIS to clarify this information.

120.44
The Kensington Venture contracted Jim King (waterfowl biologist) to conduct
winter and spring offshore waterbird surveys in the vicinity of the project site.
Results of the 1990/1991 winter survey were summarized inthe DEIS (see
page 3-44, DElS). Results of spring, 1991 surveys have been incorporated into
the FEIS. These surveys have provided acharacterization ofwaterbird use of
marine waters near the project area.
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P ae 3-44. 1 n 3, varaa aD 1. The study completed on Vancouver
y~ese by ?am?s and Mo&_eh (1989) was only conducted along
shorelines, We believe that additional studies are needed to
adequately document Vancouver Canada goose use of the projeot area.
The EIS should specify how this would be accomplished.

Pa 3-4!$. 1 n lL Figure 3-26 should be updated in the EIS to
i~c~ud.sthr~; ;~ditional bald eagle nests as shown on the attached
Figure 1,

Pae3 45. 3. ~araaranh 1. We believe that surveys, which

a f- Co’umn
were erforuvadfor songbirds to ltprovidea general characterization
of w ldlife populations present within the project areal)need
augmentation during project planning. We further believe that a
combination of the transect method with the point-count method at
least three times for each season, conducted several weeks apart,
ehould be used to give a more valuable record of passerine
populations present and their relative abundance in the proposed
project area. The EIS should specify how this would be
accomplished,

The EIS should ensure that this discussion identified some of the
factors that influence counts, including time of day, weather, and
the observer in addxtion to the period of time spent on each
transect and transect methodology.

Paq s 3-60 throuah 3-83, Fi9!Jt@3-32, Table 3-16 (p, 3-64), Table
3-1: (p. 3-67), Table 3-19 (p. 3-67), Table 3-20 (p. 3-69), and
Table 3-21 (p, 3-70) reference The McDcwell Group (1990e)/Table 3-
15 (p. 3-63) references The McDowell Group (1990a); and Table 3-23
(p. 3-73), Table 3-26 (p, 3-78), and Table 3-32 (p, 3-83) reference
The McDowell Group (1990d). These references need to be included
in the ‘!Listof Referencee[lin the EIS,

ma e 3-67, column 3, Daraaraph 1. The discussion under ‘~Housing~l
needs clarification in the EIS. The type of dwelling units for the
remaining 7 percent needs to be specified,

mm 3-79, column 1. naraara~h 2. The Uiscussicn under “city of
skagway”~notes that Curragh Resources has taken over the Faro mine,
and lead/zlno ore (an estimated 500,000 tens in 1987) is trucked to
an ore terminal fecllity in Skagway. The word “ore” should be
replaced by the word llconcentrate*l in the EIS. In addition, this
section should be revised to indicate that Curraghta Faro Division
produced 604,000 tons of concentrate in 1990.

P cr 3-s2. column 3, uaraar~h 5. The discussion under
~l~r~nsportationllnotes that trucks carry approximately 500,000 tons
of leadfzinc ore annUtilly from Fare, Yukon Territory and lead(zinc
ore, which is brought in from the fukon Territory, is shipped out
of Skagway on ore ships that arrive every other weeR. The word
~lorell should be replaced by the word llconcentratell in the EIS.

The Forest Service questions the necessity for additional waterbird data for the
EIS analysis since the only potential for significant impacts to waterbirds would
be caused by an operational upset resulting in elevated levels of toxic
constituents in the tailings pond waters or spills of potentially toxic substances
into Lynn Canal. Additional waterbird surveys would not provide any
additional refinement for projections of waterbird use of the tailings during
such an upset period or permit an accurate assessment of waterbird losses
resulting from aspillepisodeinto Lynn Canal. Waterbird surveys conducted to
date indicate waterbird use of marine waters near the project area is very
dynamic and that the magnitude of potential bird losses associated with an

accidental spill at anygiven time inthe future would be impossible to predict.

120.45
Please seethe second part ofresponse no. 120.44.

120.46
Please seethe first part of response no, 120.44.

Initial studies and evaluations of existing habitats indicate that the potential for
migratory waterbird nesting activity is lowin most areas proposed for
disturbance, Following completion of winter, 1990/1991 and spring, 1990
waterbird surveys, Jim King indicated that he saw “no obvious mine conflicts
with the bird resource as long asreasonable care is taken with water quality
and with powerline construction” (King, pers. comm. 1991).

Once a Record of Decision is issued, but prior to Forest Service approval of
the Plan of Operations, the Forest Service wiHconsult with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service to develop appropriate, specific measures to avoid or mitigate
disturbance to waterbird nesting habitats if necessary.

120.47
According tolsleib (1990, as citedin DEIS)Vancouver Canada geese in this
region typically nest in the beach fringe within 100 yards of the marine
shoreline. Nesting atmoreupland sites isrestticted bysnow cover that
persists through theearly portion of the nesting season. Further, spring
waterbird surveys conducted through early June 1991 indicated only minor use

of the project area by Vancouver Canada geese. Three surveys conducted in
the period from May5 through June3, 1991 recorded only sixto 12 Vancouver

Canada geese in Berners Bayandnone in Lynn Canal near the project area,
As a result, there is no evidence to indicate that Vancouver Canada goose

populations would be significantly impacted by the proposed action and that
there is no justification for conducting more detailed studies of Canada goose
nesting use of the project area,

120.48
The FEIS reflects your suggestion.



120.49
Throughout the scoping process for the Kensington EIS and related agency

meetings, the Forest Service and itscontractors have meton numerous
occasions toidentify and discuss important wildlife issues, Additional marine
waterbird surveys and planned toxicology sampling of forbearer tissues by the

ADF&G to determine background levels of heavy metals were the direct result
of some of these discussions. The U.S. Fish and WHdlife Service had not
indicated, during any of these meetings, that songbird populations were an

issue of concern except with respect to potential bird losses in the tailings
pond if toxic levels of contaminants are exceeded. Additional songbird
surveys would not improve impact analyses in the EIS since potential songbird
use of the tailings pond cannot be predicted from additional information on
relative abundance. The CEQ guidelines clearly direct agencies to “avoid

useless bulk in statements” and to “concentrate effort and attention on
important issues” (40 CFR 1502.15).

120.50
Please see the list of references in the DEIS.

120.51

Thank you for your comment. The statement has been revised to read “Single
family dwelling units comprised 70 percent of the units, 21 percent were multi-
family units, and 9 percent were mobile homes.”

120.52
Thank you for the clarification.

120.53
Thank you for the clarification.
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pa e~~ -84 The word “Bureau’t should be
replaced by the word ‘!BoroughJtin the EIS,

Paae 4-13< The percentage of process water obtainable from the
tailings pond, i.e., the amount of recycling that can and would be
done, should be described in the EIS.

A water budget for the project and project area should be developed
for the EIS. All inputs, outputs, and needs for each affected
waterbody should be delineated in addition to a description of the
followin:: how much water would be discharged, under various use
and prec pitation scenarios how much would be taken and how much
would remain in Sherman creek] and how much would be recycled from
the tailings pond..

The EIS should address how adequate minimum flows would be
maintained to protect fish habitat values in Sherman Creek. The
potential forusinq water from the underground mine as makeup water
should also be addressed,

.
Paae 4-14. col~ 2, var~aDh 1. The EIS neetis to inckude
information on the chemical profile and quantity of effluent,
including estimates of monthly tailings pond discharges, In
addition, the EIS needs to provide adequate documentation on how
the estimated water quality for the mill and tailings impoundment
(Table 4-9) were made.

.
paae 4-14. column2, nara~anh3 . This section states that ‘iMetals
from the processing ate not anticipated to be present in soluble
form at significant levels in wastewater , , ,~1, yet page 4-15
states that dilutions of the tailings pond effluent (assuming that
the mill effluent has been diluted by at least two less
concentrated sources to form the tailings pond effluent) would be
required to meet the acute freshwater standards. These differences
need to be rectified in the EIS.

*
Psae 4-14 to 4-17. ‘The discussion of mill and tailinge pond
effluent characteristics in the EIS should include a discussion of
residual chlorine compounds that may be present after cyanide
destruction since residual chlorine compounds can be toxic to
aquatic life. The EM ehould also discuss whether effluent
dechlorination is necessary to offset this potential impact, This
also needs to be addreased in relation to the discussion on the
impacts Of cyanides on page 4-328 which states that elimination of
all free cyanide can be assured by increasing chlorine in the
destruction process to the point of rneaeurinq detectable levels of
residual chlorine in the mill process effluent. Although it iS

probable that this would not be a problem and dechlorination may
not be necessary, the EIS should address this issue,

.
Faae 4-1S, column 1. n~anh 1’ The EIS should discuss the use
of the tailings pond as a process water treatment facility, We

120.54
Thank you for the clarification.

120.55
Please see Figure 4-6, Water Budget Schematic, in the FEIS.

120.56
Minimum flowsin lower Sherman Creek would be maintained by providing
complete diversion of the Ophir Creek tributary and diversion of up to the 25-
year, 24-hour storm event for upper Sherman Creek. During low flow periods,

when minimum instream flow conditions exist, underground mine drainage
would be used to provide process makeup water needs. This would be
accomplished by conveying underground mine drainage via a pipeline network
to the mill for use, Please see responses no, 117.25, 117.88, 117.180 and
118.11,

120.57
Sources of chemical properties and quantities of effluent streams are
specifically described in the footnotes to Table 4-9 (DEIS), The text
accompanying Table 4-9 (DEIS) also describes the sources of data used in the
Mass Balance Analysis. Please note that the FEIS discussion of water quality
impacts has been revised, Review FEIS Chapter 4 and JMM (1992) for
detailed understanding,

120.58
AS stated in the FEIS the effects of any chemical or physical processes were

included in the analyses, Please see Chapter 4, Surface Water Hydrology, Mill
and Taitings Pond Effluent Characteristics.

120.59
Please see response no. 9352.

120.60
Discussion of pond trea!ment process (passive treatment) have been described
in FEIS Chapter 4. These are further discussed in JMM (1992).

.
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believe that while a settling pond may be an appropriate way to
IItreatll turbidity, it is inadequate when heavy metia~s and other
contaminants are adhered to such particulate. In addition, the
EIS needs to include tailings pond discharges estimates on a
monthly basis.

pae-~. aracrra llMetal ions in the tailin9s pond
effluent that are projected to reach concentrations above acute cm
chronic toxicity criteria for fresh water organisms include copper,
silver, lead, and zinc.tp The measures to be talcen to assure that
waterfowl would not use this pond should be described in the EIS.

-

[

~ Table 4-9 should be revised in the EIS to
indicate how the ‘t&ing decant water samples relate to the
exPected mill effluent. How the existing settling pond data
relates to expected mine drainage should be clarified also, In

I Z(3 GJ addition~ the sources of the information presented should be
explained in more detail.

It appears that the “UpperLirnit’1 on Table 4-9 was calculated using
the mean, plus 2 standard deviations. We believe that this method
may or nay not produce valid estimates, depending on the
characteristics of the data sets from which they were calculated,
In addition, the average pond effluent assumed dilution by mingling
the mill effluent, mine drainage, and undiverted surface runoff.

~ )zO”G~ ~ the ESS.e amounts and concentrations of these sources should be addressed
The monthly precipitation in this area varies

W /: considerably, and, as a result, the undiverted runoff may make a
considerable contribution to both the dilution of the contaminants
and the volume discharge. The amount of time assumed for each of
the two scenarios-- I*M@an and upper Limitut--should be stated.
Furthermore, the range of parameter values, and the amount of time
each is expected should be added to the PXS.

~aue 4-18. Cal umn 2. waraa ranh 3A This section states that the
UPP- culvert Would be sized to withstand a 25-year flood. We
believe that the chances of exceeding a 25-year event in a M-year
project are vary high. Loss of this structure during a flood event
may cause high sediment loads to enter Sherman Creek, which in
turn, could have major adverse effects on the aquatic resources of
Sherman Creek. The EIS should speoify measures that would be taken
to ensure that the Sherman Creek diversion remaina intact and
sediment control structure function throughout the life of the
project.

The EIS also should address potential alterations of the
temperature regime of Sherman Creek .-which could negatively aff@CC
developing salmon eggs and fry in the downstream reaches of the
creek& --as well as potential sediment loading during a flood event.

120.61
The section on the potential toxicity of tailings pond waters to waterbirds and
other wildlife has been revised and expanded in the FEIS.

120.62
Tailings decant water samples were taken from process water that will be
expected to make up the mill effluent. Station 101 contains drainage from the
8001evelmine adit.

120.63
Amounts and concentrations of the various waste streams are specified in
Table 4-9 and accompanying footnotes. The predicted effluent values were
considered conservative because direct precipitation was not included. Flows
considered were mean annual. Upper limit refers to low flow period, January-
March.

120.64
The upper Sherman Creek diversion is sized to convey the 25-year, 24-hour
storm event. Excess stormwater would be routed from the diversion to the
tailings pond in an engineered channel. The stormwater would then be routed
through the tailings pond and discharged to Lynn Canal through the tailings
pond decant system. This method of water management control will reduce
sedimentation impacts in lower Sherman Creek by using the Sherman Creek
diversion and water supply structure as a sediment trap.

120.65
Please see response no. 86.6.

I ‘aae418’ 2. n raar la % The DEIS states that,
ttTemper~@r@~l~e~a~ioninaIowear‘She4rman Creek due to the removal
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of vegetation canopy and alternation of flow of the diverted flow
from ophir Creek is not expected to be significant.tt The EIS
should include the basis for this conclusion since it is counter to
documente~ impacts associated with these activities on other
projects.

The statement “Continuous measurement of temperature in the lower
Sherman Creek could be monikored, if deemed necessary’1should be
changed in the EIS to ‘tContinuousmeasurement of temperature in
lower Sherman Creek will be necessary to document impacts of canopy
removal and diversicn of Ophir Creek watere on fish and other
aquatio life in lower stream reaches.1~
.
Mae 4-18s column 3. D racrranh2 The EIS should 6peCify measures
to ensure that tha eme!gency spillway of the tailings impoundment
would be used only as a measure of laet resort, since its use is
likely to intrcduce metals, chlorine, other waste products and
large quantities of suspended se~inent into the remaining reachee
of Sherman creek, and ultimately, the waters of Lynn Canal. We
believe that the release of euch untreated wastes could cause harm
to the existing biological communities and a commercial fiehery.

Pa 4-19. column 1, naragra~h L We believe the proposed post-
p;o;uction reconstruction of Sherman and Ophir creeks is
unacceptable, since the loss of resident and anadromous fisheries
would occur from ths time of initial diversion until production
ends. If Alternative B is selected, the minimum flows within the
diverted creeke would need to be maintained for usable fish and
wildlife habitat, a subject that should be addressed in the EIS.
Erosion cf waste materiala by Sherman Creek would result in
disposed contaminants being carried into both Sherman creek and
Lynn Canal, The EIS ehould document how erosion of tailings and
subsequent damage to Sherman Creek would be prevented. In
addition, the EIS should specify how the tailings disposal areas
-would be stabilized for the life of the project.

pacre 4-19. colwn 3, nara~ We believe Alternative C would
result in a varietv of adverse imvacts on fish and wildlife
tesourcesb For exaniple,the cargo t;ansfer point at Berners Bay
would expose an entire additional, semi-enclosed waterbody to
contamination through spills and operational pollution. The
additional road 4md Liquified Petroleum Gaa pipeline would
similarly increase both the area at risk and the area impacted by
operational activities, Therefore, we believe that the full-range
of potential biological impacts need to asaeseed in the EIS.

.
Ewe 4-20. col~ 3, ?)araarenh3. We believe the etaternentthat a
rupture of the taUings pipeline would have minimal effeots on
eurface streams is incorrect and should be modified in the EIS,
since the project area~s steep terrain causes surfaca 8treams to be
susceptible to rapid ●ffeats fromactivities in the watershed. We
believe thie conclusion is confirmed by the August 1990 oil spill

120.66
Please see response no. 86.6.

120.67
Please see response no, 866

120.68
Thedesign of the tailings impoundment facility provides for diversion of the
probable maximum precipitation event from Ophir Creek and the 25-year
return period event from upper Sherman Creek, Stormwater from the
undiverted watershed will be detained in the tailings pond impoundment area,
The tailings embankment is designed to contain runoff generated from the
PMPevent within the minimum freeboard of12 feet, The spillway isnot
designed to be used for long-term tailings pond water discharge until the end
of the project life when the tailings surface is reclaimed and a low velocity
channel is constructed across the tailings surface. During the operating life of
the mine the spillway would only be used for conveying flows from the Ophir

Creek diversion.

120.69
Please see the discussion of Management, Mitigation and Monitoring in
Chapter 2. ADF&G will establish low flow restrictions by the authority of AS
16.05,870 Protection of Fish and Game. See also response no, 93.3.

120.70 The DEISdiscloses the effects of this alternative,

120.71
Comment noted. Please see Chapter 4, Surface Water Hydrology, Effects
Alternative D, Site Development,
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in the project area.
.

?~. 4- rouah 4- The discussion of mine water should be
expanded in the EIS to include the name of the laboratory that ran
the tests, the methods they used, and if those methods were
approved by the Environmental Protection Agency.

paae 4-23. column 1. riaraa ranh 1 The section entitled ~*Mine
Water~*references Table D4-8, ti~se~e”ctedGround Water QualitY Data.
Underground Mints, 850 Level”, and Table 04-7, t@Sel-ected-Grounil
Water Quality Data, Underground Mine, 2,000 Foot Leveltt(p. 4-23).
This is incorrect and should be rectified in the EIS. The reader
should be referred to Table D2-7 and Table D2-8 for the Water
Quality Data.
.
Paue 4-23. column 1. Baraaranh 2. The DEIS states that five ore
and waste rock samples were analyzed for aoid producing potential
and were found to have a “relatively low” potential. The tern
,IrelativelyIOWN needs clarification in the EIS. In addition,
because acid mine drainage is a ma or problem, the EIS needs to

iaddress what would be done to allev ate it, if it occurs,
.
This section states that the water quality of the seepage would be
monitored during the mine operation. The parameters to be
monitored and the frequency of testing should be described in the
EIS.
.
ItFiveexamples of ore and waste rock were analyzed . . . . The
analyses indicated that the aoid generation potential of ore and
waste rock is relatively 10W,JI While this statement is based on
results presented in Table D4-5 on page D4-11, the acid ~ffering
potential value listed for both “Fresh Orell and “Surface Ore
Exposure” samples show the ore to have acid-generating potential
(negativebuffering potential). This apparent contradiction should
be rectified in the EIS.
.

Paae 4-23. olumn 1. naraarawh 34 llIfoxidation were occurrin91
the sulfur ;ould yield sulfate ions and hydrogen ions which would
lead to decreasing pllon the lower level!?. We do not believe this
statement is true if the buffering capacity of the water is
sufficient to neutralize the amount of acid generated. The sulfate
ions could be coming from either soluble sulfate miherals or
sulfide oxidation. This statement should be reexamined and
clarified in the EIS.
r

paa- 4-23. column 1, DaraaraDh 44 t~Theore and waste rock teeting
program . . , indicates a low potential for acid generation’t. We
do not believe this conclusion follows from the data presented. As
discussed above, the increasing sulfate concentration indicated
that acid may be generated, while the acid buffering potential
indicates the potential for acid generationto exceed the buffering
CapaCity of the ore. This statement should be clarified in the

*

120.72

The EPA does not approve laboratories. Names of all laboratories performing
analyses for the project can be found in the Forest Service planning record
files.

120.73

The FEIS has been corrected per your observation.

120.74
A complete interpretation of the various analyses associated with the five ore
and waste rock samples contained in the Soi/s Techrrica/ Report for the
Kensington Verrture Go/d Mine Project (IME, 1991a, as cited in the FEIS). This
report is contained within the Forest Service planning record for the
Kensington EIS and is available for public review, The term “relatively low”
acid producing potential refers to the commonly accepted standard of
materials having Acid Base Potential values of less than -5 tons/1 ,000 tons.

120.75

FEIS Chapter 2 contains additional information on monitoring objectives and
expected monitoring plan,

120.76
A complete discussion of the apparent “contradiction” of the referenced text
and table values cited can be found in the Soils Teclrrrica/Report for the
Kensington Venture Go/d Mine Project (IME, 1991a, as cited in the FEIS). in
summary, the explanation for the “contradiction” is that the ABP test is based
upon the assumption that all of the total sulfur in the samples will be reactive
and result in the generation of acid, This assumption is not correct because
sulfate sulfur is the by-product of previous oxidization and cannot be reactive.
The sulfate sulfur content of the fresh ore is negligible and would not affect the
conclusions. However, sulfate sulfur for the “surface ore exposure” sample
amounts to 0.68 percent or 19.4 percent of the total sulfur found in this
sample. This means that the potential acidity value of the -105 tons/t OOOtons
is exaggerated by a factor of at least 19,4 percent by assuming that the sulfate
sulfur will be oxidized.



The organic sulfur (2.07 percent) representing 87.7 percent of the total sulfur in
the “fresh ore” sample also is assumed to be reactive by the ABP test,
However, since the “weathered ore,” which has been exposed to the
atmosphere for approximately 9 to 10 months, still contained 0,67 percent
organic sulfur or 71,3 percent of the total sulfur. These values can be
compared with the “surface ore exposure” with 2.37 percent organic sulfur
which represents 67.7 percent of the total sulfur. What these data show is that
organic sulfur does contribute to the potential acidity of these materials, as
evidenced by the reduction in its overall percent composition as compared to
the total sulfur value, However, over geologic time, 67.7 percent of the organic
sulfur is still unoxidized, This means that the assumption of the ABP test that
all of the organic sulfur will oxidize over time is incorrect, The analysis clearly
indicates that at least 67.7 percent of these materials are nonreactive and do

not contribute to the potential acidity of these materials,

The assumption for the ABP test would also mean that all of the pyritic sulfur
is reactive and will oxidize over time, Comparing the three samples referred to
above, the relative percent pyritic sulfur of these samples is 8.1 for fresh ore,
23.4 for weathered ore, and 12,9 for surface ore exposure, The presence of
pyritic sulfur in the “surface ore exposure” sample, which has been oxidized
over geologic time again refutes the assumption used in the ABP test,

What the, sulfate, organic, and pyritic sulfur comparisons show is that the ABP
test assumption results in an overestimation of the potential acidity of the
“surface ore exposure” sample by a factor of 19,4 percent for sulfate sulfur,

67.7 percent for organic sulfur, and 12.9 percent for pyritic sulfur, This means
that the -105 tons/1 ,000 tons potential acidity value is exaggerated by a factor
of at least 99,1 percent, Therefore, when nonreactive sulfur is deleted for the
ABP comparison, the resulting value would be approximately -1 ton/1 ,000
tons, which is a value of little environmental concern, It is for these reasons
that the conclusions on DEIS page 4-23 were made,

120.77
The three by-products of sulfur oxidization are iron, sulfate, and hydrogen,
Acid mine drainage waters typically result from a surplus of hydrogen ions
which are associated with a low pH value and elevated levels of sulfate and
iron. Some of the by-products of oxidation would be present regardless of the
buffering capacity of the water. Waters having a high buffering capacity may
not be acidic but will still have the by-products of oxidization (sulfate and iron).
The absence of elevated sulfate and iron levels in existing mine drainage

waters clearly suggests that oxidization of sulfur is occurring in minor amounts,
Whether or not the increase in sulfate in mine waters from the upper to lower
adit is the by product of oxidization of sulfur or soluble sulfates is irrelevant
since the other by-products from oxidization of sulfur are absent from the mine
discharge waters,
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EIS. This point is raised again in the discussion of soils on page
4-41, which states that the pyritia sulfur contents in both the
surface exposed ore and waste rock materials have not oxidized, and
thus, there is no evidence ‘to suggest that the mine ore or waste
rock materials Would do so.

We believe that the much lower sulfate levels in the 2,00&foot
level are more likely due to the fact that this adit was driven
between 1887-1915,whereas the lower adit (850 ft level) was driven
in 1988 by the Kensington Venture. Consequently, oxidation has
proceeded on the higher level for 76 years, but has only been at
work on the lower level for 3 years. This also suggests that over
the long term, oxidation of the sulfides would not be a problem
because neutralization is more than sufficient to offset acid
formation.
.
pa~. -2 aura The applicant proposes
application of a mixing -w to effluent standards for this
project. We believe that while this approach may be appropriate
for a small or short-tern discharge, it is inappropriate for a
projeot of this duration, with a discharge of this magnitude into
a sensitive, biologically-productive environment. We further
believe that the potential accumulation of metals in sediments
adjacent to the discharge area would be significant. Based on a
discharge Of 2,500 gallons per minute and the Average Pond Effluent
Mean (Table 4-9), the disaharge would result in the deposition of
146 kg/copper, 252 kg/lead, 10.1 kg/silver, and 90.1 kg~c snide
throughout the life of the project. IThis should be clarif ed or
changed in the EIS.

Faa@ 4-27. column 1. waraaraDh 2& The !21Sdiscussion of marine
discharges should indicate why only three months (April, June,
September} were modeled.

ma 4-30. column 3. naraa aDh 2 This sectian indicates that a
Dri~arv factor in avoidinurimr.ac~sto marine oraanisms is their
;obiliiy, i.e., their ab~lit~ to avoid and/ar-move out of a
contaminated area. Although this may be true of Inany species, we
do not agree that it is true of all planktanic species as stated in
the EIS, and it is not true af many benthic species. This
discussion should be revised in the EIS, particularly given the
importance of the area to commercial and sport fishing.

We believe that given the amount of contaminants that would be
discharged, as nated above, the potential for harm to organisms in
the discharge area is very high. In addition, we do not believe
that avoidance should be the basis for an assumption that
biological resources would not be exposed over a long time period
to large quantities of toxic materiale from the discharge of
contaminated material. Furthermore, the large amounte of ammonia
and nitrate discharged through the marine outfall line could cause
a localized area of high biological production, thus attracting

120.78

No evidence of oxidization of the ore and waste rock samples weathered over
varying periods has been documented, Based on the failure of the samples to
conform to the ABP test assumptions and the absence of the by-productsof
oxidization in any of thesamples, the conclusion of “lowpotentialf oracid

generation’’iswell founded.

The presence of high levels of pyritic sulfur in the “exposed ore” and “waste
rock” materials does not necessarily mean that future oxidization is possible.
Numerous scientific studies on the processes of acidification have documented
that many different forms of pyritic sulfur exist, and these forms respond very
differently totheprocesses of oxidization. Forexample, massive pyrite, having
asmall surface area, isrelatively resistant toweathering, while frambodial
pyrite, having a large surface area, is very reactive to the processes of
oxidization. Theconclusion oflowacidification potential issupported, both by
the absence of any evidence of acidification of these material and the fact that
not all materials high in pyritic sulfur will become acidic.

Weagree with the final conclusion that the sulfate data from the lower and
upper adits can be used to conclude ’’that over the long term, oxidization of
the sulfides would not be a problem because neutralization is more than
sufficient to offset acid formation,”

120.79
See response no. 120.2. The comment suggests thatthe discharge standards
should be total weight of the effluent constituents over some period of time.

The water quality standards applied bythe EPAand DEC are basedon
concentrations ofthose constituents. If overall weight of metals was the critical
determinant of impact, then virtually all of the rivers in southeast Alaska could
be viewed as highly detrimental to aquatic resources.

The comment suggests that cyanide will be deposited at a certain rate, which
isnot the case. Cyanide assuchwill essentially notexist aftera relatively

short period of time; itwillundergo various chemical changes in the
environment and not be present as cyanide.

Refer to the expanded wastewater submarine discharge impact assessmentin

Chapter 4 of the FEIS which includes an evaluation of total suspended solids
distribution inthewater column anddeposition on the seabed. See also
Kessler and Vigers (1992), Sediment accumulations ofwastewater constituents
over thelife of theproject will not be measurable anywhere in Lynn Canal. It
isnotthe duration of awastewater discharge that is important but rather the
rate of wastewater constituent Ioadingof the receiving waters compared to the
receiving water renewal rate (i.e., Lynn Canal flushing rate), Also see response
no.87.l.

I

.
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I
We believethatuplandtreatmentof effluentshouldbe evaluatedas

/%8% ZtS~F$~iYo A;e~YaE;;;ing =ponld;~~i2te~Zat~~JiZc2~;
locationsshouldalso be evaluated.

We believethat routineeffluentbioassaysshouldbe inaludedin
the EXS as a monitoringtool, Theseshouldbe conductedusing both

>L water columnand benthicorganlsmeto addressthe effectsof the
effluent on both areas ot potential impact, since short-term

imeO~ ~~oassaj
s would not address the issues of bioaccumulationand

omagn fication;ratherthey wouldonly indicateif the effluent
ie acutelytoxic. In addition,sincesynergi$tlaeffectshavebeen
notes for various combinations ot copperJcadndum/~inc/ni.ckel,
bioassayswouldaddressthis concern (Moore and Ramamoo!sthy1984).

g
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We believe the EIS should identitystudiesto be conductedto
determinethe effectsof the effluenton migratoryfishand whather
the fish would avoid toxic zones, since this could have major
adverseimpactaon the Lynn Canalcommercialfishery, It should
aleo be noted that Sherman Point, which 1s located near the
proposeddischarge~int, ist he singlemost popularfishingspot
in the Lynn Canalf sheryduringthe sockeyesalmon (~
BPJAA)runan$wouk ibe exposedtc the eftluenton a regularbasis.

Paae 4-32.column1. Beraar~ llTheonlymetal listed by the EpA
(19S6) as a carcinogen is arsenic.’t The NationalInstituteof
OccupationalSafetyand Health Pocket Guide to Chemical’Hazards
(1987)recommendsthat eeveralother metals listed in the draft
NationalPollutantDi.sohargeEliminationSystarnpermitbe treated
as potentialhuman carcinogens,includingcadmium,chromium, and
nickel, Thesemetalsshouldbe includedin the discussionin the
EIS and on Figure4-9 and on paga 4-30.

●

120.80
Of the three months, September and April in large measure span the seasonal
range in water column mixing conditions that are important incfetermining the
impact of wastewater discharge on the Lynn Canal environment, Refer to
Chapter 4 of the FEIS for a pertinent discussion and to Kessler and Vigers
(1992).

120.81
All planktonic species, by their very definition, would move through the area of
elevated concentrations of various effluent constituents quite quickly, Non-

mobile benthic organisms inthevicinity of the outfall would beat the highest
risk of bioaccumulating; this was stated in the DEIS and is affirmed in the
FEIS.

The comment suggests that mobility should not be the determinant as to
whether there is biological impact or not. It is one of themany factors that
were considered. This matter isdiscussed further in Chapter40f the FEIS,

The assertion that the area could be enriched by nutrients is not realistic given
the flushing action in the area.

120,82
Please see response no. 120.1,

120,83
The NPDES permit will require bioassays to monitor toxic effects of the
discharge aswellas bioaccumulation. Refer tothedraft permit (DEIS
Appendix D)fora description of the tests to be performed,

Paae4 313.column2. Du9suwhA. This sectionstatesthat a year- +
round streamwaterwithdrawaloi the full amount proposed would ‘20”84 h
Mlcelyhavean adverseeffecton downstreamfishlite. Other Water Each of these points were addressed in DElSChapter3and4, The same 3
sourcesthat couldprovideinstreamflowsshouldbe identified in points are included inthe FEIS but are expanded upon.
EIS. g

r’4-37’columm1’
raDh The DEIS states that

unseasonable rainfallpatterns could overwhelmsiltationcontrol
systemsand causehigherlevelsot impactsthan expected. The EIs
shouldaddresehow sucha situationwouldbe avoided, In addition,

/ZO.%] ~~ statement
that itnpactsdue to sedimentationoccurringduring

e constructionphasecouldbe of relativelyshortduration(1 to
2 yeare) needs correction. We believethat the loss of one or two
cyclesof reproctuoinq pink salmon could have repercussionson the‘-.L food chain for many years, If high sedimentationratee resultin
fines impactionin spawninggravels,a potentialexiste for the
loss of sianyyearsof pink salmon recruitment,as well as loss of

120.85
These items are addressed in FEIS Chapter 4.

120,86
See responses no. 117.25, 117.88, 117,180, 118,11 and 120.56, Water
withdrawal from Sherman Creek for process makeup needs and domestic use
would be discontinued during extreme Iow flow conditions based on a

minimum instream flow naeds that will beprascribed by the Forest Service
and ADF&G, When stream flow conditions preclude water withdrawal dueto
low flows, process makeup water would be obtained from underground mine
drainage sources.

120.87
Thescenario described inthiscomment isnotreasonable to expect, The

worst Case scenario due to increased sedimentation during construction would
be a reduction in production, but not complete destruction.
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the benthic invertebrate community on which resident fish depend.

paae 4-37. call n 1, DaraaraDh 3. ‘TheDEXS states that ‘*Regardless
of measures ta;en, periods of above ambient levels of suspended
sediment would result from construction activities within the
drainages, especially awing periods of rainfall and snowmelt.tg
The EIS should address how this impact could be avoide~.

[“e-’;{’:
aqe 4-38 0lumn ara.qraph4. The Sherman Creek diversion

would destroy 6,000 feet of stream habitat and all resident fish.
We believe that this loss of fish habitat would necessitate

/%.$9
measures to replace lost production. Therefore, actions to be
taken to offset this 10ss should be added to the discussion in the
EIS.

The EIS should describe the
c;anc~s,of im”poundn% ov%flow as the impoundment begins to fill

In addition, measures to be taken to avoid this
lZ?).~~ ~:::i:::::;g~~ou~d redescribed. Uoreover, the seepage collection

facility end the method of pumping seepage water from the seepage
collection facility into the impoundment should be described.

aae 4-30 lum The DEXS states that “Should
levele be increasing over time, additional measures wo~ld be

lz~,qj used todeternine when remedial aotionis n~~~s;;;~e;~u~;;
required to prevent further contamination.8*

described in the EIS. Since contaminant levels can be expected to
increase over tima, the EM should describe that eventuaUky8 as
well as the nature of the actions to be talcenwhen this occurs.

120.92
:,,

ma e 4-39. column 1. oeraqraDh 2% Measures to restore population
of fieh and aauatio invertebrates in Sherman Creek from diversion
of waters and-from a potential dam failure should be described in
the US. We believe that the comparison to stream recovery after
the eruption of 14t. St..Helens is irrelevant and should be deleted.
We further believe that it is only speculation that aquatic
organisms would recover within 10 years. How the stream would be
rehabilitated and who WOU14 carry out those activities should be
described in the EIS. Impaction of silt sediments due to placer
mining activities has been shown to reduce invertebrateabundance
and diversity for many years. Therefore, permanent erosion
prevention measures should also be described in the EIS.

.
Em es 4-42 to 4-43. We suggest that the discussion of wetlands be
●xpanded in the EIS. Table 4-L7, {lRelative Importance of Wetlands
Lostttcannot reproduced according to the procedure outlined in the
discussion that precedes it. It appears that some weighing factor
was used for the wetland functions and values in Table D4-11 on
page D4-19 or that the associated ‘~At~,IIB81,and ~lcmcertainty level
designations influenced the calculation of the wetlands importance
value. This should be clarified in the EIS.

The comment suggests that this could lead further to the destruction of both
brood lines for pink salmon, with compounding effects on the food chain in
Lynn Canal, Alossof the benthic invertebrate population inthe stream is
suggested as well. Construction impacts arenever this severe with today’s
regulations and compliance processes. To suggest otherwise ignores the
existence of regulatory agencies and enforcement,

o“
Impacts of construction activities are described in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. s

3
120.88 ~
Both EPA and the Forest Service will require the implementation of best :
management practices tocontrol sediment production from the site (see -
Forest Service, 1991).

JJ
120.89
Comment noted. $

120.90 ~
The design of the tailings dam is based on providing sufficient storage for
tailings generated annually behind the embankment plus providing excess

5
0

storage capacity for runoff from aPMPevent within theminimum freeboard of z
12 feet over the operating life of the mine. $

%
120.91
The available information shows very little probability that contaminant levels
in Sherman Creek will increase with time.

120.92
The reference toMt. St. Helens wasin regard to how rapidly the stream could
recover following a worst case scenario fordamfaiture. The reference is
highly relevant because it demonstrates how resilient salmonid and
invertebrate populations are to extreme cases of habitat destruction.

Further consideration is given to restoration of the stream following project
shutdown in the FEIS.

120.93
The acreage of disturbed wetland and upland communities were determined
by first calculating the acreage of each soils mapping unit to be disturbed.
The soils mapping units have been correlated by the Forest Service with forest
plant associations and detailed descriptions of percent plant composition for
each plant association. Theplant composition information was compared to
the Wetland Delineation Form found inthe 1989Federa/Marrua/for/derrtifyirrg $
arrd L)e/irreatirrg Jurisdictiorra/ Wedar?ds. Plant associations having a
dominance ofhydrophytic plant species were considered tobe wetland

Q

communities. Plant associations which did not satisfy the vegetation criteria 8
%.

for wetlands were considered uplands. b
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Using the wetland importance calculation for all fifteen plant
associations in Table D4-11, the lowest possible wetlands
importance value would be 18 for the Western Hemlock, Blueberry,
Skunk Cabbage Plant Association. This raeans when you divide the
Ilwetland Importance value’1 in Table 4-17 on page 4-43 by the
Vfetland Disturbance Acreageslq in Table 4-16 on pa9e 4-43~ the
resulting number cannot be less than 18. Alternative D and E -
Site A have values of 10.8 and 17.7 respectively, These
calculations should be checked and rectified in the EIS since they
are the basis for the conclusion that Alternative D would have the
least impact on wetland functions and values, ,and Alternative c
would have the greatest impact,
.

Paw 4-43. column 3. last Daraara& It is stated that field
investigations were made on previously disturbed wetland areas.
Mformation on who did the studies, what areas were examined, when
the studies occurred, and how the wetlands reestablished themselves
should be included in the EIS.

,.
Wfe 4-44 ● co lurnn2. We believe the EIS should
provide an expanded discussion on the reasons why Alternative E
would not result in wetlands reestablishment. In addition, other
locations considered for dewatering structures should also be
described.

[p /z9.q7 :y9:=io=’=~

we believe that monitoring
shoul~ b; described in the EIS ae well as who

w uld ensure that rehabilttatton of project impacts occurs.
h
IQ rItLess mobile species!’ should be fully identified and possible

nteasures to prevent or lessen their loss should be addressed in the
N /&@ EIS,

/209100

. 1, aolurnn 3. naraaravh L In the discussion of
contaminated surface water, we believe it would be more appro riate

!to cite cyanide toxicity data for wildlife that might land n the
tailings pond rather than rainbow trout. We believe that
conclusions about toxicity 02 iron cyanide on waterfowl from
studies conducted on zainbow trout are incorrect. studies relating
to toxic effects on waterfowl and other migratory birds should be
addressed in the EIS.

we believe that a waterfowl speoiest such as the Vancouver Canada
goose, and a shorebird species should be added to the list of
species monitored, although they are not lieted as an indicator
epeciee on page 4-46.

Paae 4-52. column 3, naraara~h 3< Disturbance of bald ●aglee
constitutes a potential violation of the Bald Eagle Protection Act.
The timing Of blasting activities to preclude this possibility
ehould be identified and addressed in the EIS.

As indicated onDEIS page 4-43, column I, paragraph l, wetland rankings
were totaled for each wetland plant association and were then multiplied by ~’

the total plant association acreage lost toeach action alternative, These values ~
were summed to obtain the Wetland importance Values contained in Table 4-
17 (DEISpage 4-43). z

~

As a result of your comment, we have carefully reviewed the wetland ~
disturbance values in the Jurisdictiorra/ Wet/arrd Deterrnirratiorr for the
Kerrsirrgtorr VerWreGo/cfA4irrePr oject(l ME, 1991 b,ascited inthe FEIS) and 5

have found that some errors were made in the acreage totals presented in the
-o

~
DEIS. Also it wasdetermined that the Wetland importance Values were (D”
calculated based ontotal disturbance which included both wetland and upland 2
habitats, notsolely wetland habitats, Asaresult, the Wetland Importance
Values given in Table 4-17, DEISpage 4-43 donot appearto make sense
based on your analysis, Wetland importance Values arelower than expected, ~

when divided by wetland acreages, because upland plant association acreages
with rankings of zero affected the final values calculated. We understand the F

confusion created bythisapproach, as indicated by your comments, and have
modified the calculation of Wetland importance Values so that only wetiand $
acreages lost are considered. Therevised values also are based on the
corrected acreage totals obtained from IME (1991 b). The numbers and g

discussion of methodology have been revised in the FEIS to be consistent with g
the modified approach to computation of Wetland Importance Values, 2

The overall ranking of the action alternatives, in terms of their Wetland F
Importance Values, remains the same as that discussed in the DEIS.

g

120.94
Please see response no, 120.93.

120.95
There-established wetland areas were evaluated during the 1990 vegetation
and wetland field investigations. Wetland sampling was conducted on several
of the previously disturbed sites, Detailson methodology and results can be
founcf in IME (1991b, as cited in the FEIS).

.



120.96
The discussion of the potential of re-establishing wetlands on the various
tailings disposal sites can be found on DEISpage 4-44. Thethird sentence of
paragraph 2,column 3,hasbeen replaced bythe following. “Duetothe
existing steepness of the slopes in the vicinity of proposed dewatered tailings
structures associated with Alternative Eand restriction of natural wetlands on
such steep slopes, it is anticipated that the re-establishment of existing
wetlands on such sites would be very difficult, if not “impossible.”

A variety of sites were evaluated for the dewatered tailings. Two constraints,
steep slopes and no placement in drainage bottoms, severely restricted the
number of suitable sites. Sites A and B were selected as the most feasible
based on engineering and stability considerations.

120.97
Please see response no. 7.5.

120.98
Less mobile species expected to be lost due to direct habitat disturbance
include small mammals species such as northern bog lemming, red-backed
vole, and meadow vole and amphibians such as boreal toad and long-toed
salamander. The only means of reducing losses of these species is to lessen
the total amount of direct habitat disturbance. The extent of surface
disturbance is shown in Chapter 4 of the DEW.

The focus of mitigation for losses of less mobile species will be on
reclamation of temporary disturbances as quickly as possible and for final
reclamation to establish habitats that will be rapidly recolonized by small
mammal and amphibian species,

120.99
The section on contaminated surface water has been revised in the FEIS.

A wildlife mitigation and monitoring plan will be developed as a portion of the
final Plan of Operations which the applicant must have approved by the Forest
Service prior to project development. The Forest Service will discuss with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service any recommendations the agency might have
regarding wildlife monitoring and mitigation. See also the revised discussion
of mitigation in Chapter 2 of the FEIS.

120.100
A discussion of the timing of blasting and other construction to mitigate
potential disturbance to active bald eagle nests has been added to the FEIS. If
a Record of Decision approving an action alternative is released, but prior to
Forest Service approval of the Plan of Operations, the Forest Service will
consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to develop appropriate, specific
mitigation measures to preclude disturbance of bald eagle nest sites.
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paaa 4-53, column 1. first Paraq 3Ar The EIS should identify
measures to be taken to ensure that migratory bird nests are not
disturbed or destroyed,

Uiae A-5 . The EIS should include a complete discussion of the
proposed project’s potential for an oil andJor hazardous subetance
spill and the resultinq environmental impacts, Due to the steep
terrain, rocky substrate, high precipitation rate, and sensitive
biological communities, the entire project arsa is particularly
susceptible to damage by oil and hazardous substanca spills. In
August 1990, a several-thousand-gallon diesel spill in the proposed
project area demonstrated the mobility of spilled oil in this area.
In this incident, the oil entered the rocky substrate, surfaced
some distance below the spill site, entered Ophir Creek and
consequently, Sherman Creek and Lynn canal.

The DEIS indicates that large volumes of fuel and hazardous
substances would be used at the projeot sit~, which necessitates
frequent year-round fueling and offloading operation. We assume
that a comprehensive, all-weather,
plan, including provisions

spill-prevention and cleanup
for oil and hazardous substance

expected to be on-sike, and acquisition and maintenance of
equipment and materials necessary for execution of the plan would
be prepared and implemented prior to project development, aestuninq
project approval.

F%rt B. W&9& This section states that IfThe Kensington Venture
believes that pre-project environmental background data collected
and used in final facilities sitinq is an appropriate form of
mitigation, since emphasia was placed on avoidinq impacts to
important wildlife habitats, wherever practicable,tt However, we
believe that fish and wildlife habitat loss and degradation would
occur, and that collected data do not constitute measures to offeet
or decrease those impaots, This should be addressed in the EIS.

Paa c throuah c-a & We do not believe the DEIS ade uately
fdes~~ib;s the post-mining configuration of the tailinqs d eposal

area (Alternative B), Therefore, the configuration of the tailings
disposal area neede to be desoribed in more detail in the EXS, In
addition, provisions for the tailings to be completely covered, or
methods to decrease exposure from erosion by Sherman or Ophir
creeks, and leaching should be included. Furthermore, how runoff
and leachates from the tailings pile would be handled after
abandonment should also be ldentifiad and addressed.

This section in the EIS should dsscribe how the dry tailings
dispoeal areas would be stabilized to aseure a ermanent disposal
(Alternative E). 1’In addition, it should descr be the content of
the runoff and leaohate water from tailings piles of ●ither
scenario,

The Reclamation Plan mentions the

120.101
Please seethe third part of response no. 120.46.

120.102
Please see response no. 117.214.

..... . .. ....
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presence of power poles, yet their location, number, height, and
guy-wire configurations are not described. The presence of such
structures have resulted in documented causes of biwj mortality,
either through impact or electrocution. Therefore, their design,
siting, and potential impacts to birds should be described Ln the
E3X.

~. Olu 3. Da 1 We suggest the addition of the
stream diversion structure to the list of structures to be removed
at the time of permanent operation closure in the EIS.

pacreC6. co1umn 3. 1 k n racrra~h.. This section in the US should
describe what remedi% ac;ions would be taken if reestablishmentof
vegetation does not occur. In addition, the section should
describe how maintenance would be conducted on the site as well as
alternative reclamation plans.

paae 02. co u~ 1. D racr1 a raDh 2% The applicant states that.!nonthly
monitoring would continue through the first year after construction
activities are completed. We believe the EIS should include
monitoring through the first full year of ore processing so that a
baseline during operation canbe established. Continued monitoring
can then be negotiated or stipulated in permits, as suggested in
the DEIS. In addition, we believe that a minimum of weekly
monitoring of a limited number of parameters during each start-up
period should also be included in the EIS.
.
paue D4. Teble D2 lists water monitoring parameters. Several
parameters, such as metals, are listed to be analyzed as both
dissolved and total recoverable forms. We assume that all of the
metals analyzed using the AA Furnace, 304 method are to be analyzed
for both dissolved and total recoverable forms. The table should
be revised to clarify this information in the EIS.

??. 4- The footnote to Tabla D4-5 indicates that
a negative sign denotes ‘Jlesathantt. A ‘Ilessthan” sign (i,e.,’t~lt)
should be substituted for the negative sign in the EIS in cases
where the tests indicated that the parameter quantity in question
is below the detection limitof the test.

Negative eigns in front of the numbers in the 88Neut.Pot.’~(%CaCOj)
and ‘!ABP~ (tOIW/1,000T) columns are actual negative values for
these pararnetersjtherefore, they do not conform to what the
footnote indicates. These two parameters should be reported in the
EIS in similar units, preferably in tons, CaC03 equivalent/1,000
tons. In addition, there should be numbers in the “ABP’tcolumn for
,,Tailing9-211and I@Tailings-3u and not the ‘8--’8sym,bo~.Moreover)

the footnotes should note what the l*--I8symbol indicates.

We believe the organic sulfUr content of both the fresh ore and the
surface ore exposure (2.07% and 2.37%, respectively) seems very

.

120.103
Both dissolved and total recoverable forms were measured,

120.104
The comment regarding the need to change the “negative sign” to a “less
than” sign has academic merit but is not reflective of the long established
practice of analytical soils and water laboratories of using the negative sign to
denote’’less than’’ vakres. Thevalues inthistable arereported exactly as they
were received from the soils testing laboratory, Theinterpretation of the
“negative’’signforsomeofthe CaC03values is in error. The number
conforms tothefootnote asthesymbol @denote a''less than'' value. It is
impossible tohavea negative percent CaC03 value, The comment regarding
ABPvalues incorrect, however. The footnote should have indicated that it
applied toallcolumns except ABP. Numbers with the’’negative’’ sign in this
column should be read as negative numbers,

Reporting Neutralization potential inCaC03equivalent/1 ,000 tonsis
unnecessary since presentation as percent CaCOa is a convention which is just
as acceptable,

At the time Table D4-5 was prepared for the DES, not all of the soils data had
been received from the laboratory. The’’--’’ symbol wasused to denote
samples forwhich data hadnot been received, These data are now available.
The following data arenewfor twistable, For Tailings 1: Exe, Ca = 24.0; Exe.
Mg = 0.20; Exe, Na = 0.33; Ext. P = l,4; and ABP = 92. For Tailings2: Exe.
Ca= 24.0; Exe. Mg =0.40 ;Exc. Na=0.33; Ext. P= l,7; and ABP =98.

Organic sulfur values from these samples are high. In fact the laboratory
experienced difficultyin removing these materials with strong Hcl acid. Such
high organic sulfur values typically would suggest highly acidic conditions
upon weathering, Thevery negative AEfPvalues associated with the Fresh
Ore, Old Mill Ore, and Surface Ore Exposure also suggest that acidification
should reoccurring. However, weathering of thesurface exposed ore body
has not produced acidic conditions overtime. Ore samples which have
weathered for over 60 years were no more acidic than ore sampled which had
weathered only 10months, andneither oreexhibited pH values (7.7-8.3)
indicating acidic conditions. These data confirm numerous weathering studies
conducted on various mine spoil materials which document that organic sulfur
is largely impervious to weathering and does not contribute significantlyto
acidification. Failure of thesamples to turn acidic overtime refutes the
assumption that all of the total sulfur isreactive which is the premise upon
which the ABP test is based. The failure of these materials to oxidize when
subjected to the atmosphere casts doubt on the ability of this test to identify
potential acid forming materials,
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high for a hard-rock mineral deposit. The organia sulfur is

IZo. /04 ;;;z~~~?ch isreflected inthelow acid buffering Potential (-
most Of the acid generating potential of these

24 and -105). This should be clarified in the EIS.

r“=’’”a This section mentions a tertiary treatment plant through
which domestic!wastewater would be treated. A secondary sewage
treatment plant has baen knentionin the oEIS but not a tertiary
plant. This inconsistency needs to be clerifhd in the EIS.

M2*IOG ‘art “’ “~ Plant field studies were donebetweenAugust and
September of 1990. We believe the EIS should include additional
surveye to be com Ieted throughout tha growing season to allow

!proper identificat an of the plant species in the project area.
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120.105
Please see response no. 117215
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September 3, 1991

Mr. Ken Mitchell, District Ranger
U.S. Forest Service
8465 Old Dairy Road
Juneau, Alaska 99801

RE : KENSINGTON VENTURE; 3UNEAU, ALASKA

Dear Mr. Mitchellt

I am writing with regard to the Draft Envirorwnental Impact Statement
for the Kensington Venture as proposed by Coeur Aiaska and Echo Bay.

While I do not oppose this project in principle, I do have serious
concerns about the DEIS itself and certain aspects of this project.
Specifically, I do not iike the idea of a mixing zone, particularly
when the option of backfilled tailings is technically feasible,
Given the site’s proximity to commercial fishing grounds, I believe
the USPS should strive to protect existing resources at any cost.

I respect frsfly urge the USFS to foilow NEPA guidelines which state
that “information must be of high quality” and that decisions be
made only after addressing all the issues in an in-depth fashion.

Sincerely,

z$Gm’w-,
Patti Greene
3301 Foster Avenue
.luneau, Alaska 99801
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DEIS Corrmerrts
Kensington Venture
September 3, 1991

HAZARDWS M4TERIALS:

The flEIS provides no detailed information with regard to hazardous
materials except to specify that the Kensington will comply with
federal regulations regarding hazardous materials, disclosure, and
spill contingency plans. Frankly, this Is only stating the obvious:
they are required by law to provide this information and would be in
violation If they did not.

.

ff this docunent were to be truly valuable, however, It would
broaden its scope to fully describe all chemicals in the same manner
and depth in which It discusses sodium cyanide; fully consider
worst-case scenarios for all aspects of the operation; conduct an
in-depth hazard analysis and a full assessment of cumulative impacts
re: Kensington, A3 and Jtsalin marine shipment of hazmats throughout
SE Alaska, Lynn Canal and Gastineau Channel.

.

Specifically, I find this docunent to contain inordinate discussion
of cyanide while falling completely to address chlorine, an equally
dangerous chemical, or other reagents. The probability of a
chlorine incident 1s much higher, and historically more corrnrorr, than
cyanide incidents and therefore the shippfng, containers, handling,
storage, and ultimate use/locatlon of this chemical should be
addressed in far greater detail.

The t3ElS only presents one option for a cyanide destruct process:
alkaline chlorination. The IJSFS should consider all alternatives
including another cyanide destruct process.

.

P. 2-20: The DEIS, In discounting underground flotation/leaching
processes, explains, !!Cramped working conditions make chemical

reagent handling more prone to error.” No discussion 1s made,
however, of Increased human error due to shift work, rotating
shifts, etc., for which there is a direct correlation with
industrial accidents. [As an aside, no mention is made of shift
hours, numbers of shifts , whether they rotate, e.g., graveyard for a

,rnonth, then switch to days for a month, etc.]

P. 2.20: DEfS admits to the possibility of tCN gas (hydrogen
cyanfde) formation due to incorrect monitoring of pH; no mention is
made, however, about the probability of the formatjon of ansnonla
gas, nor is reference made to amrwnia gas detectors, tests, etc.
The discussion which centers on WN is overly optimistic, fails to
fully consider the probability of human error, and does not provide
a realistic assessment of the likelihood of WN formation.

P. 2- Explosive storage and LPG tank appear to be in relative---
proxlrnit~ to each other; the USFS should consider whether each of
these are in the other$s biast zone under various scenarios,
including worst-case. Further, a review of the site pian shows that
the explosfve storage appears to be directly under the helicopter
flight path; a worst-case scenario, i.e., a helicopter crashing into
the explosive storage, should be taken into consideration and
properfy mitigated.

121.1

Sodium cyanide was chosen as a vehicle to describe a worst case accident

because it is highiy toxic and a subject of public concern, The effects of

spilling large quantities of any hazardous materials into Lynn Canal would be
iocally devastating. This is well known, and no useful purpose would be

served by merely reciting a litany of worst case scenarios. It is far more

valuable to concentrate on efforts directed toward preventing an incident of

this nature.

Note that hazardous materials, including large quantities of fuels, have
historically been handled in Gastineau Channel and Lynn Canai. By increasing
the use of hazardous materiais in industrial facilities there is a corresponding
increase in the cumulative probability that a spill might occur. It is important
to differentiate here between an impact and the probability of impact. There is
no question that the probability of impacts will increase but it is by no means
certain that a large material spill will occur.

121.2

The FEIS includes new information on the expected effects of chorine use at
the Kensington Project.

121.3

The FEIS considers use of hydrogen peroxide destruction as well as alkaline
chlorination.

121.4

Rotating shift schedules have been used for decades in the mining industry
and are inherently part of the evaluation.

121.5

Sodium cyanide has been safely used in mining for over 100 years. The
operating practicea established over this long history of use make the
assessment provided in the DEIS accurate.

121.6

The explosives storage and LPG tank will be 1000 to 1500 feet apart with
numerous trees between. The explosives storage will be 50 to 100 feet higher
in elevation and surrounded byan earthen berm. MSHA regulates location
and construction with regard to safety considerations.

Patti Greene / 3301 Foster Avenue / .3uneau, Alaska 99801 P. 2
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DEIs Comnents
Kensington Venture
September 3, 1991

P. fs-32: A NPDES permit wou
for, total cyanide. There i
for waters of this region.

d only regulate, or provide a standard
currently no standard for WAD cyanide

ndividual standards should be orovided
for WAf3 cyanide, freewcyanide, Iron cyanide, and total cyan’lde, as
WAD measurements are currently the onfy means of reliably measuring
potentially toxic levels of cyanide to acquatic life (Mudder 1990).

P. 0-32: Free cyanide can be eliminated by increasing chlorine to
“measurable detectable }evels . . . in the mill process effluent.”
This Is nol an acceptable trade-off. The DEIS should clearly state
whether chlorine is to be increased, and such an increase should be
reflected in overall quantities of this material to be used; there
is little mention, also, of monitoring for chlorides at the outfall.

P. 4-351 No worst-case scenarios presented for chlorine shipment
incidents, which would be far more dangerous to the marine
environment than cyanide,

P. 4-35: In discussing catastrophic dam failure, the f3EfS does not
consider or describe any resuftant tsunami effect on the surrounding
region. In describing the impacts to marine life, which would be
severe, the DEIS onfy says, “... [severe effects] would be expected
to occur in the irnnediate area.l’ This should be addressed more
completely to include an estimation of the boundaries of impacted
area, the projected plume chart, zones and estimates of toxicity,
types and numbers of impacted species, etc., with short. and
long-term effects.

P. 4-37; The 13EfS does not reference, nor ‘provide mitigation for,
the chronic, relatively small fuel spilfs which are the leading
cause of industrial site fuel contatninat ion. Equipment fuelfng
stations should have berms, impermeable liners, etc.

P. 4-52: fn a section discussin
drinking water standards (0,2 m~!fli:::i:::~h:%:~::::::g
tailings pond, rather than fish wildlife water quality standards
whfch are considerably more strict. Further, toxicity levels were
attained by studying juvenile trout in South Dakota; more relevant
information shoufd be attained studying marine fish/wildfife,
saftwater habitat, Southeast Alaska climates, etc.

P. A6: References a 43,000 gaflon LPG storage container; eariler
references cite a 1.7 million gallon container. The f3EtS falfs to
examine the alternative of several smaller LPG storage tanks as
opposed to one large one

‘P. A7: Amnonium nitrate
quantified, and the f3ElS
type of transport, etc.
bfasting effects on wild
daily blasting.

dynamite, blasting caps, etc., are not
does not discuss the nunber of shipments,
The 13EIS does not reference studies of
ife, avalanches, muds lides, etc. due to
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121.7

EPA regulations require that cyanide concentrations be analyzed and reported

as total cyanide. There are no federal or State standards for WAD or free

cyanide aslhese parameters are included in the measurement of total cyanide.

121.8

The FEIShaa configured allalternatives using alkaline chlorination for cyanide
destruction to include dechlorination of the mill effluent stream.

121.9

Please see response no, 121,2.

121.10
There would be no tsunami associated with the described catastrophic dam
failure scenario described inthe DEIS. Tsunamis arerelated to seismic events
and nottothe mud flow type event analyzed,

As stated on page 4-35, DEIS, initial deposition along the beach and into Lynn
Canal would cover approximately 20 acres. As the material is dispersed by
wave action it would spread out, At a depth of 1 foot of material,
approximately 560 acres could be inundated,

Marine boftomdweilers would be impacted primarily bymud smotherings
specific areaof the bottom of Lynn Canal.

121.11

The SPCC Plan will provide prevention, containment and control measures for
Iargeand small spills.

121.12
The section on potential toxicity of tailings pond waters to terrestrial wildlife
has been revised andexpanded inthe FEIS. Aquatic organism water quality
standards are nonapplicable to terrestrial wildlife species, These standards
can only be applied toorganisms that live within the aquatic environment, The

U.S. fish and Wldlife Service iscurrently conducting research into the levels of
cyanide, in combination with heavy metals, that aresafe for terrestrial wildlife
(birds and mammals), At this time no standards have been developed and

drinking water standards are the most appropriate toxicity levels to be applied

to terrestrial species which may occasionally land on or obtain drinking water
from the tailings pond, Impact analysis using drinking water standards for
terrestrial wildlife provide for a considerable margin of safety since these
standards are based on continuous human useofa water source. During
operation, the tailings pond will not support any suitable cover or food sources
for wildlife and is expected to only receive occasional use by wildlife for resting
or obtaining drinking water,
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Kensington Venture
September 3, 1991

P. A9: The chlorine in the “protective process plant storage rack,”
the fueling station, office and leach process areas are very close
together. An explosion at the fueling station might rupture the
chlorine tank, damage the leach area, etc. Layout should be subject
to a hazard analysis using worst-case scenarios as benchmark.

P. Al>: The DEIS references underground magazines; there Is no
mention, however, of the mixing area where ammnium nitrate and fuel
oil are ccmbined to create ANFO.

P. A20: Chlorine: storage use is vague. The 13EIS doesn’t specify
how many one-ton containers would be stored at the dock facility;
doesn’t specify where at the dock facility they would be stored; nor-----
does It say how fong containers would be stored fhere or how/how
often they would be transferred to the plant. No possibility of a
chlorine spill/leak into the marine envirorsrsent is mentioned;
consequences are not addressed, much less in terms of worst case
scenario. Total chlorine to be stored in the “protective process
plant storage rack” is not quantified. Total amount of chlorine to
be used in the project Is anywhere between 175.2 tons and 306.6 tons
annually; this should be clearly quantified rather than alluded to
in vague terms or formulas (6 lba./T. concentrate).

It Is questionable whether emergency high volume fans would be
effective in the event of a worst-case chlorine leak, which would
impact the entire camp and require imnediate evacuation of all
personnel. Due to low average wind speeds, chlorfne wouldn’t
readily be dispersed by prevailing winds. Again, a hazard analysis
or, at least, “plume charts” should be done to determine which areas
of the camp -- if not all -- would be severely impacted by a
chforine leak.

P. A20: All personnel, including those working In the office,
should be trained in hazardous material emergency response,
evacuation, etc.

Fufl them suits should be required, in addition to face mask
self-contained breathing apparatus, for first-responders to chemica
incidents.

P. A30: Design of leach facility: the surrounding berm currently
is designed to hold 1.5 tirsv?s the capacity of oniy one leach tank;
this should be based on worst-case scenario, or i lO% capacity of al
leach tanks.

P. A30-31: The DEIS does not reference amnonia gas detectors.

P. F5: (RG-2) Any hazardous materials management shortcourse
should be more intensive and presented on more than an annuai
basis. Driils, alarms, simulated accidents, and evacuations should
all be incorporated into hazmat mgmt. plans and conducted at least
quarterly.
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121.13

Smaller LPG storage containers would require a larger number of containers
and would increase theamount ofdisturbance area required for LPG storage.
Studying different LPG storage configurations would not respond to any
scoping issues,

121.14

FEIS Chapter 4, Transportation, discusses materials transportation.

Controlled surface blasting will take place only during the construction phase
of the project; theremainder of the blasting will take place underground,
Chapter 4, Wildlife, addresses wildlife impacts, There are no anticipated
effects from avalanches or mudslides.

121.15
Comment noted.

121.16
ANFOwill reshipped to the site pre-mixed,

121.17
Note that thereferenced section isthe Applicant Proposal. See also response
no. 121.1.

121.18
The emergency high volume fans are for protection of employees in fhe
chlorine handling room, As youcorrectly point out, a worst case accident
could involve evacuation of the entire camp, The small, confined project area
makesit more practical toassume that theentire camp would be evacuated
than to rely on a plume model to predict areas of contamination,

121.19
An Emergency Response Plan inconjunction with aMaterials Control and
Containment Plan would be developed during the permitting process.
Employee safety training would be required as part of employment
procedures. Thecomment refers toinformation supplied in the Applicant
Proposal. Wehavenoted your comments astheyapply to the impact
evaluation,
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‘. F5: (RG-6) l,periodiclt inspection

nixing tanks should be clearly specif

‘, Cl: Pre-employment training at UA!
than “encourafsed” for new ernplovees w

of storage Iacll i ties and
ed.

)ackground/tr~ining. Purthe’r, drug/alcohol screening-should be
frequent and randc+n.

SOLID WASTE:

~. 2-17: The f3ElS assumes that the City and Borough of 3uneau, or
~eighboring municipalities, will be able to dispose of the
<ens ineton’s non-combustible solid waste materials. Given that
:hanne~ Sanitation is operating at 70% capacity, that the proposed
4.3 Mine would severely impact this landfill, and that Channel
Sanitation is currently unable to obtain financing and/or permission
to install a third incinerator on site, the fXIS is overly
Optimistic in its assumption that the municipality will be able to
process guy of the solid waste from the Kensington and its’ related———
households.

Further, the DEIS makes no attempt to quantify the amount of non-
combustible waste the Kensington wouid generate, nor does it attemp
to determine how much additional solid waste would be generated
within the CB.I by Kensington-related households,

I’he DEIS does not present a cumulative impact of solid wastes
generated by both the A3 and the Kensington mines, and related
households ,“which would have to be proc~ssed by municipal landfills.

The DEIS makes no contingency plan in the event that the CB.J cannot
process the added waste materials, except to say that “another
‘rwnicipallty” might be considered.

HAZARflrXJS WASTE:

The DEiS does not quantify the hazardous wastes to be generated by
the Kensington, except to state that it will be a “SQG” [smali
quantity generator] of materials. The llEIS for the AJ Project made
the same claim, but upon review, their figures clearly placed them
in the Large Quanity Generator classification. Further, the
Kensington i3ElS does not identify the types of hazardous wastes to
be generated; these should be Identified and classified by EPA
hazardous waste nwnbers/hazard codes. It has not been specified how
long these materials will be “temporarily” stored on site, and does
not outline a detailed disposal plan, e.g., types of containers,
annual numbers of barges, destination, contingency plans, possible
accidents, etc.
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121,20
The EIS serves, among other things, to notify responsible local officials of
expected changes that could impact services under their jurisdiction. Juneau’s

solid waste disposal problems arelooming onthehorizon and the community
will be forced toaddresa this issue soon. Approval of the Kensington Project

would merely move the day of reckoning forward in time.

121.21
As a small quantity generator, Kensington would be allowed to store no more
than 6000 kgon site at any onetime. Total storage time onsite could not

exceed 270days (40 CFR262.34) without additional licensing, The small

quantities could easily reshipped outon Ihe same barges that print shops,
dry cleaners, body shops and the myriad other small quantity generators in
southeast Alaska use.
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121.26

/2/.21

The llEIS assumes that lrsneau has a waste oil disposal system. This
is not so; In the past, waste oil has been collected by Red Samn
Construction to be used at an asphalt plant, but this will most
likely not continue after the 1991 construction season. Further,
Juneau’s ability to dispose of waste oil depends entirely on a
volatile market in which there is no guarantee of demand. To assume
that .3uneau has the ability to dispose of Kensington’s waste oil is,
to say the least, overly optimistic,

OTHER CCt#AENTS:

P. 3-52: The sections dealing with historic sites are confusing:
they first say they haven’t been studied, then they say (p. 4-57)
that ,*it IS unlikely that any adverse effects would occur to
cultural resources. The historic resources have been documented.”
The DEIS should clarify this section.

The waste rock plans appear to be extremely vague; given the recent
probfems at Greens Creek, I hope the USFS will demand thorough and
ccmplete studies regarding waste rock quantities and disposal for
the Kensington Venture.

P. 3-5 SEfSMfC ACTfVfTY: Earthquakes have only been tracked back to
1970, or less than 25 years. The area has experienced 7.7 and 8.0
earthquakes In the past 100 years; further, the fXIS admits (p. 3-5)
*,the selection of a 200 km radius for earthquake data was subjec-
tively determined” but then clalms that “earthquakes occurring
outside the 200 km radius would not have any damaging effects to the
proposed project.” I’m concerned that a scientific assessment is
being based on an admittedly subjective selection of parameters.
There is no mention of tsunami Impacts following large earthquakes
whose epicenter Iles outside this 200 km radius.

-P. 3-49 - Nonresident Recreation: Tourism data does not reference
any Alaska Division of Tourism studies, and only briefly discusses
possible impacts. This section makes very general, and in some
areas, misleading assumptions as to the type of visitor to this
region. P. 4-55: DEfS references 225,000 visitors in swwner 1990
but references no source of information. “... [Tlhis Is likely to
have a smali impact on the shipboard visitor’s experience.” This is
a purely subjective assumption, particularly in light of the fact
that visitors cane to Alaska for its unspoiled scenic beauty.

P. 4-52: Bald Eagle nest site . mentions that the bulk fuei storage
site is t,000 feet Iran a nest site. l!NOrmal operational activities
would not be expected to affect this site during the nesting
season.” The tlEIS is vague as to what this means, e.g., whether
this means theysfl shut down during the nesting season, or
activities are too far away to impact the nest.
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121.22
CMSisan EPApermitted waste oildisposal company operating in Juneau (E.
Polley, 1991).

121.23
Page 3-52, DEIS, says that potential prehistoric sites have not been studied.
Page 4-57 says that historic sites have been documented.

121.24
See Chapter 2,page 2-4, DEIS, fordiscussion of waste rock handling and
disposal.

121.25
Please see FEIS Chapter 3 for a discussion of seismic risks.

.
121.26
Chapter 3, DEiS, presents a description of the affected environment (baseline
information), while impacts to the environment are presented in DEIS Chapter
4. ,Theinformation presented wastaken from data compiied by the Forest
Service ascited on DEISpage 3-49. DEISPage 4-55 cites Lendaro, (1991)as
thesource of the225,000 visitors inthe summer of 1990.

121.27
Guidelines in the current Interagency Agreement (5/15/90) between the
USFWS and the Forest Service in the Alaska Region establish a 330 foot
management zone for protection of bald eagle nest sites. The bulk fuel
storage facility would be established and operated outside of this zone and
would not be expected to have any adverse effect on the closest bald eagle
nest site (approximately 1,000 feet away) even during the breeding season.
However, if construction of this facility requires any blasting, Interagency
Agreement guidelines require blasting activities to occur during the non-
breeding season since it is recognized “that blasting within one-half mile of
eagles or active nests can resuk insignificant disturbance.” Interagency
Agreement guidelines further prohibit repeated helicopter flights within one-
fourth mile ofactive bald eagle nests. Prior toinitiation of any project
development activities, the Forest Service will consult with the LfS~S to
develop any other mitigation measures that would be appropriate for
protection of bald eagles with respect to the Kensington Project.
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I
P. 4-688 Table 4-23 - The next EIS should include one more column
which shows total net gain or loss of revenues to the CB.3. A
cursory review shows a total net loss to CB.3 of $883,000.

P, 4-71: !,[Mine] closure would not likely be simultaneous which
would lengthen the period of emigration and moderate closure impacts
on Juneau,” It would be helplul to show tlmellrres and estimated
population decllnes under various scenarios of closure for the AJ
and Kensington given the difference [n orebodies and the fluctuation
in the price of gold\ at what market price would the Kensington have
to shut down; how does this compare to the Kensington?

P. 4-71: Health and Social Services - I!Other health services [Other
than mental health/chem[cal dependency services] would have adequate
capacity to accemnodate the demands generated by development of both
mines.” This assumption is probably rather optlmistlc, if not
subjective. For example, by failing to conduct full hazard analyses
on both projects, the f_sEIS does not adequately address t3artlett
Memorial Hospital’s capability to respond to large-scale emergencies.

P. 4-71: CBJ Revenues and Expenditures: A.1 fiscal surplus
specified, no estimation of cost to Ct3J of Kensington, etc.
DEIS provides the following financial advice: “This surplus
used to al feviate some of the deficiencies in services or
facilities, or be placed in the budget reserve to moderate
impact of expected lower state revenues.” f do not believe
financial planning falls under the pervlew of the USFS and
essentially, sleight of hand to direct attention away from
excessive cost to Ct33 (see p. 4-68, Table 4-23).

is not
The

could be

he

P. 0-72: Traffic -- underestimated again. *!Mine workers would add
‘to traffic only on their days off.” Employees of the Kensington
would have 7-14 davs off in a stretch. so in fact, Juneau would
experience a traffic increase of abou~ 87-175 offlduty mine workers121.32at any given time fro,n the Kensington project alone. I’d expect a
direct-correlation increase in EtWI, also, given the nmnber of days
off duty.

P, 4-73: Vessel Traffic does not list winter activity for the
following types of vessels: cruise/tour ships, fishing boats and

121.33 pleasure craft.

P. 4-74: Airport traffic: makes the unfounded assumption that
Kensington workers wilf be dropped off by a spouse or a friend. In
determining overall impact to a[rport traffic, assumes that
Kensington helicopter flights would coincide with regularly

jz/, ~ scheduled cormnercial flights; no schedule has been proposed which
supports this assumption. Further, there Is no discussion about
possible Impacts to airport parking should car-pooling or the
“drop-off’f theory prove to be wrong.
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121.28
FEIS Chapter 4 presents revised Revenue and Expenditures numbers.

121.29
While this information would be interesting, it would do no more for our ability
to predict impacts than our general knowledge that there is some gold price
below which both Kensington and AJ would shutdown. Our prediction
uncertainty would then merely revolve around a different issue: gold price
prediction,

121.30
While some industrial type accidents are expected to occur, modern industrial
andmining safety practices will beimplemented at the project. It is the
responsibility of the Mine Safety and Health Administration to insure that laws
and regulations are enforced.

121.31
Please see DEIS page 4-68, Table 4-23 for a complete statement of expected
impacts to CBJrevenues and expenditures. This estimate is updated in the

FEW.

121.32
The DEIS statement is correct as stated and may, in fact, be an overstatement
of impacts since most workers ondays off would Iikely avoid rush hour travel.

121.33
The information on vessel typea and numbers was supplied by the U.S. Coast
Guard. The Coast Guard does notreport winter numbers forcruise/tour ships,
fishing boats and pleasure craft,

121.34
The assumption is founded in human economic behavior that says it is
extremely unlikely that workers will be willing to pay airport parking fees fora
two week period while atwork. The DEISdetermined that the airport facilities
are adequate to handle any Kensington project related increase during peak
activity periods. Byextension the facilities arealso adequate during off-peak
periods. Theanalysis looked attheworst case precisely because flight
schedule information is not available.



DEIS Corrrnents
Kensington Venture
Septem6er 3, 1991

P. 5r-7Q: Assumes that barges can be scheduled for “non-fish[ng
days.” I’m not certain how, or If, that could be done, particularly
in light of sudden/emergency openings and closures of fishing
grounds. Also references 1S9 northbound and 159 southbound
scheduled vessels during the sumner; the fXfS does not specify
whether this is ntsnber of vessels or trips.--- -

P. 4-7S: Cumulative marine traffic: The f3ElS presents a grossly
inadequate treatment of this [ssue. For example, Kensington
materials shipped to Juneau and transferred to smaller carriers, or
stored for later sh[pmerrt, are not accounted for. The DEIS should
attempt to assess the cumulative mine-related traffic in Lynn Canai,
Gastineau Channel, and SE Alaska, for all constructi onlproductlon
phases, [ncludlng materials import to export of solid and hazardous
wastes.

P. 0-75: Cumulative driver traffic: also grossl!
Wakes the simplistic assumption that Al traffic w
through town, whiie Kensington traffic will head
airport. Does not take tnto account the increase
traffic, e.g., families, increased numbers of car
the creation of mine-related industries, etc.

inadequate.
II head southbound
oward the
In mining-related
* off-duty miners,

NPL3ES PERMiT:

The DEIS quantifies TM (totai dissolved solids) in mg/l;
accumulated TDS is not quantified, however. For example, over a ten
year period, the mixing zone IS expected to receive:

Arsenic 875 Ibs.
Copper S033 tbs.
iron 273,S42 ibs.
Lead 7659 tbs.
Total Cyanide 4923 Ibs.
Free Cyanide 3610 Ibs.
WAD Cyanide 3829 ibs.

The DEIS makes no attempt to quantify the amount of sulfates,
xanthates, cyanates or thiocyanates expected to be present In the
effluent.

121.35

Page 4-74, DEiS, states that Kensington Venture would cooperate with the
southeast Alaska Gillnetters and other Lynn Canal users toestabiishan
optimum schedule for all parties.

The 159northbound vesseis become 159southbound vessels (orvice versa)
for a total of 159 scheduled round trips during summer months.

121.36

The bulk ofsupplies bound for the Kensington Project areexpected to be
shipped in dedicated barges directty from Seattle, The only regular exception
would be shipments of perishable foodstuffs.

121.37
Please see the DEIS discussion of Juneau traffic (DEIS page 4-72).

121.38
Please see FEIS Chapter 4 for a more thorough treatment of discharge water
quality
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The EndangeredSpecies Act of 1973, as
re-authorizedin 1982, requiresFederal agencies
to “insurethat any action authorized,funded, or
carried out by such agency is not likelyto
jeopardizethe continued existenceof any listed
speciesor resultin the destructionor adverse
modificationof critkal habitatof such species.’
The purposeof the Act is “toprovidea means
whereby the ecosystemsupon wtich
endangered speciesand threatened species
depend may be consefved”and “toprovidea
programfor the consewation of such
endangered speciesand threatened species... .“

Section4 of the Act (Determinationof
Endangered Species or Threatened Species)
grantsthe Secretaryof the Interiorpower to
determinewhether any species is considered
threatened or endangered, based on the
presentstatusof the species such as population
numbers,limitedhabtit, disease, existing
regulatorymechanisms,or any man-made
influencesjeopardizhg the species’continuing
existence.

Section 7 of the Act (InteragencyCooperation)
specifiesthat, to more effect”welycarry out the
purpose of the Act, all other Federal
departmentsand agencies shall, in consultation
with and with the assistanceof the Secretary,
utilizetheir authoritiesby “takingsuch action
necessatyto insurethat actionsauthorized,
funded, or carried out by them (Federal
departmentsand agencies) do not jeopardize
the continuedexistenceof any listedspecies
(pursuantto Section 4) or result in the
destructionor modificationof criticalhabtiatof
such species.’?heconsultationprocess is
designed to assistFederal agencieswhen
complyingwith the Act, and authorityof
consultationhas been delegated by the
Secretaty of the Interiorto the U.S. Fish and
WildlifeService (USFWS) and the National
Marine FisheriesService (NMFS) for the species
over which these agencies have jurisdiction.
The consultationprocess involvesseveral
phases. First,a generaldescriptionof the
proposed action and a formal requestfor a
listingof proposed, candidate,and listed

endangeredand threatened species potentially
affected by the proposed action is subm”medto
the USFWS and the NMFS by the affected
agency. The USFWS and NMFS respondwith a
listof proposed, candidate, and listedspecies
withinthe proposed project area. When the
project is a constructionproject, the agency
then preparesa BiologicalAssessmentwhich
identifiesthe project, detailsthe biologyof the
specieson the listssubmittedby the USFWS
and the NMFS, analyzesthe cumulativeeffects
of the project, and determines if there is likelyto
bean effect (eitherbeneficialor adverse) on
any listed,proposed, or candidate species. If a
“mayaffect”determinationis made, the agency
must requestformal consultationwith the
USFWS and NMFS.

Formal consultationinvolvesUSFWS and NMFS
considerationof the proposed project and how
it may affect the biology of any listed,proposed,
or candidate species, includingthe magnitude
of such effectsand potentialcumulativeeffects.
Based on this information,a BiologicalOpinion
is issuedby the USFWS and NMFS which
statesone of three possibleconclusions: the
proposedaction (1) may promote the continued
existenceof the species, (2) is not likelyto
jeopardize the continuedexistenceof the
species,or (3) is likelyto jeopardize the
continuedexistenceof the species. Reasonable
and prudentalternativesmust be addressed by
the USFWS and NMFS as part of the Biological
Opinionwhen a determinationis made that the
proposed project is likelyto jeopardize the
continuedexistenceof the species.

In May 1990, the Forest Serviceinitiated
informalconsultationwith the USFWS and the
NMFS by requestinga list of threatened,
endangered,or candidate species potentially
occurringwithinthe project area. This request
was relatedto four major resourcecategories
(vegetation,wildlife,fisheries,and marine
mammals)as requiredby Section 7 of the
EndangeredSpecies Act.

The USFWS (letter dated 6/7/90) and NMFS
(letterdated 5/15/90) identifiedthree threatened
or endangeredspecies potentiallyoccurringin
or near the project area. These were peregrine
falcon (Falco peregrinus), humpback
whale(Megaptera novaeang/iae), and Steller’s
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sea lion (Eumstopias j.hatus).

The Americanperegrinefalcon (Fa/co
peregrinus anaturn) is listedas endangered.
This species only occursas a migrant in Lynn
Canal and is not expected to be affected by
project development. The non-migratory
Peales’peregrinefalcon (Fa/co peregrinm
peale~ may nest within Lynn Canal but is not
listedas threatened or endangered.

Field studieswere conducted at the Kensington
Projectarea during the periodAugustthrough
September, 1990 in order to identifyplant
speciespresent in the studyarea. The resultof
these studiesare presentedin Chapter 3 of the
DEIS. No threatened, endangered, or candidate
plant specieswere encounteredand none were
exoected in the study area.

A discussionof the freshwaterfisheriesis also
presentedin Chapter 3 of the DEIS. No
threatened or endangeredfish specieswere
encounteredduring the freshwaterfield study
programs,nor were they expected to be
present.

Humpback whales and Stallersea lionsare the
only threatened or endangered species
expected to occur in the vicinityof the
proposed project. Althoughthese speciesare
knownto occur in the area, “thereare no critical
habfiatsnor areas currentlybeing considered
for designationas criticalhabdatsfor either of
these species near the project site” (Pennoyer,
1990). A detailed discussionof these species,
their statusand distribution,and potentialfor
adverse impactsfollows.

HUMPBACK WHALE

Status and Distribution. Humpback whales
(listedas endangered) are seasonallypresent in
SoutheastAlaska during the summerto fall
feeding season. They migratesouth in the
winter to breeding grounds in either Hawaii or
Mexico (Perry and Baker, 19s6). Southeast
Alaskanwaters comprisethe primaryfeedhg

groundsfor a singleherd eWlmatedto range
between 29 and 372 individuals(Baker et al.,
1985). k is estimatedthat the SoutheastAlaska
herd representsfrom 17 to 25 percent of the
entire North Pacificpopulation(Perry and
Baker, 19S6). This herd appears to remain
geographicallysegregatedfrom other Alaskan
humpbackwhale herds h Prince WilliamSound
and the western Gulf of Alaska coastline.

The distributionof the SoutheastAlaska herd is
variablewithintheir range. No specific
publishedinformationregarding humpback
whale use of Lynn Canal was located, and an
estimateof numbersof humpback whales in
Lynn Canal is unavailable(NMFS, 1974).
However, they are knownto occur in the canal
during the summerto fall feeding season.
Humpback numbersand occurrence in Lynn
Canal is variable,but they are common in some
years (Nanney, 1990). Their occurrence is most
likelyrelatedto the presence of concentrations
of smallfish. Humpback whales have been
observedfeeding off of Point Sherman usually
from Aprilthrough June (Nanney, 1990).
ADF&G biologistsconducting research on coho
salmon in Bemers Bay during the summer
occasiomlly observe humpbacks in Lynn Canal.
Individualhumpbackwhales also have been
observedoccasionallyin Lynn Canal near the
projectarea by Kensingtonpersonneland
contractorsduring aerial transpott flightsto and
from the projectarea. Kayakersand
recreationistsreport frequent sightingsof two to
three humpbackwhales in the Bemers Bay area
(Faik, 1991).

Important identifiedfeeding areas in Southeast
Alaska includeGlacier Bay and adjacent
pottionsof Icy Strait, Frederick/Stephens
Sound, and Seymour Canal (Perry et al.,1985).
Some areas of Glacier Bay and Icy Strait are
annuallyoccupied by the same individual
whales while the FrederickSound and Stephens
Passageareas seem to contain relatively
transientgroups of whales that range widely
over a large area (Perry and Baker, 1986).
Whale surveysin Stephens Passage,
encompassingthe Doty Cove and Grand Island
area southto a line between Point Hugh and
Point League in 19S4,showed generally
increasingnumbersover the summer with a
substantialincreaseduring early September
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(Baker, 1984). However, in 1985 large numbers
were seen in an area of FrederickSound rather
than Stephens Passage (Peny and Baker,
1986). Thus, the year to year distributionof
humpbackwhales in SoutheastAlaskawaters
appears to be variable.

Humpback whales feed on schoolsof herring,
capelin, juvenilewalleye pollock,sandlance,and
euphausiids(Perry and Baker, 1986). In the
StephensPassage area, euphausiidaappeared
to be the predominantprey item during 1984
(Baker, 1984). Humpbacksappear to feed on a
varietyof fish species in the Icy Strait- Glacier
Bay areas. In general, it appears that the Icy
Straitand Glacier Bay areas are importanteady
summerfeeding groundswhilethe Stephens
Passage and FrederickSound area are
importantlate summerto fall feeding grounds
(Perry and Bakers, 1986).

Potential for Adverse Impacts. Construction
and operation activitiesfor the proposed project
have the potentialfor affectinghumpback
whales through two possiblemechanisms: (1)
marinevesseltrafficor accidentsat sea during
the summer and fall feeding season and (2)
intr(xiuctionof trace metal contaminantsinto
the marine environment,their uptake by prey
items of the whale, and subsequentingestion
and accumulationby the whales.

Marine trafficdestinedto the proposed
KensingtonMine marineterminalwould pass
through areas frequentedby humpbackwhales
during their summer and fall feeding season.
Potentialaffectsto whales could include
displacementof whales due to vesseltrafficand
noiseand physicalharm to whales resulting
from inadvertentwhale/vessel collisions.
Studies in Glacier Bay on the interaction
between vesselsand humpbackwhales (Baker
et al., 1982; Baker et al., 1983) indicatedthat
whales were least affected by vesselstraveling
at consistentand relativelyslow speeds.

No humpback whale concentrationareas are
known in the vicinityof the project area,
although humpbacks occasionallyoccur
offshorein Lynn Canal and feed near Point
Sherman. The KensingtonVenturewould use
vesselswithin Lynn Canal primarilyfor transport
of constructionmaterials,equipment,and bulk

supplies. These supplieswould typicallybe
shipped by barge. Bargestravel at slow and
relativelyconstantspeeds. This added vessel
traffic is not expected to have any noticeable
affect on the distributionor behaviorof whales
within Lynn Canal.

A vesselaccidentthat causes a fuel or chemical
spill into waters containingfeeding whales could
result in ingestionof contaminatedprey by the
whales or direct contact of whales with the
spilledmaterial. The probabilityof occurrence
of such an event is difficultto predict but is
judged to be low due to the relativelylarge
geographicarea involvedand the relativelylow
frequency of marinevesseltrips requiredto
deliversuppliesduring mine operation.

Contaminationof prey items (such as
euphausiidsor herring)with trace metalsand
their subsequentingestionand bioaccomulation
is another potentialmechanismof impact on
humpbackwhalesfrom operation of the
proposed project. The likelihoodof this event is
consideredto be low. Trace metals can be
bioaccumulatedby marine species, but
biomagnificationof trace metalsfrom low to
high trophic levelsgenerallydoes not occur in
the marine environment(Young and Ellis, 1983;
OTA, 1987).

Mercury,especiallyin the chronicallytoxic form
methyimercury,is the only trace metal that has
been demonstratedto biomagnifythrough the
marinefood chain; seleniumand zinc have
been reportedto have the potentialto
biomagnify(Bryan,1985; OTA, 1987). Mercury
concentrationsprojectedto occur in tailings
pond effluentdischargedto the marine
environmentwere projectedto be below the
detection limitof 0.001 mg/1 (HDR/Ott
Engineering,Inc., 1990). The detection limit is
higherthan the saltwaterchronic exposure
criterionof 0.000025 mg/1, which is based on
methylmercuryratherthan mercury (EPA, 1986)
but is lower than reported mercury
concentrationsin areas where impacts on
marine speciesand human consumershave
been identified(OTA, 1987). The average levels
of seleniumand zinc projectedfor the tailings
pond discharge,lessthan 0.005 mg/1 and less
than 0.01 mg/1, respectively,(HDR/Ott
Engineering,Inc., 1990)
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are lower than marine standardsfor chronic
exposure in saltwater(EPA, 1986).

Moreover,the potentialfor these impactsto
humpbackwhales is expected to be low since
Lynn Canal is not an area that appears to be
regulariy frequentedby large feeding groups of
humpbackwhales, as seen in the Glacier Bay -
Icy Straits- StephensPassage area. In
addition,even if prey items come into direct
contactwith dischargedeffluentfrom the outfall,
they are not expected to bioaccumulatemetals.
(See Aquatic Resources - Marine, Chapter 4).

Based on the above analysis,the Forest Service
has concludedthat constructionand operation
of the proposed projectwould not adversely
affect humpbackwhale populationsin Lynn
Canal.

STELLER SEA UON

Status and Distribution. The Stellersea lion
was listedas a threatened species November
26, 1990 (55 FR 49204). Steller sea lion
numbers (based on rookerysurveys)appear to
be decliningin the western, central, and eastern
AleutianIslands,the PribilofIslands,Bristolbay,
and western and centralGulf of Alaska. The
SoutheastAlaska population,however, appears
to be relativelystable (Federal Register,July 20,
1990). Abundance estimatesmade during the
1970s ranged from 245,000 to 290,000 animals
worldwide (Federal Register,July 20, 1990).
Hoover (1988) reporteda 1984 population
estimateof Stallersea lionsfor Alaska of
196,484 animalswith 12,000 of these comprising
the SoutheastAlaskapopulation. A 1989 survey
of Alaska rookeriesand hauloutareas provided
an estimateof 53,000 as a minimum number in
Alaska (Federal Register,July 20, 1990).

Stellersea lion rmkery and haulout habtiat
includesrock shelves,ledges, and slopes,as
well as boulder,cobble, gravel, or sand
beaches (Hoover, 1988). Marine hab~ts used
by Stellersea lionsgenerallyinclude surface
and m.kiwatercoastal regionswithin 45 km of
shore (Hoover, 1988). See lionsare gregarious
and large groups often use traditionalhaulout
and rookery sites. These sitesare typically
located on remote offshoreislands. The
majorityof identifiedhauioutand rookery sites

in Alaskaare located on islandsin the Gulf of
Alaskaand the Aleutianchain (Hoover, 1988).
Only four known rookery sitesare located in
SoutheastAlaska. One is on Forester island
(Hoover, 1988; Loughlinet al., 1984), located in
the Gulf of Alaskato the northwestof Dixon
entrance. Two others are Hazy Islandsand
WhineSistersnear Sitka (Pennoyer, 1991). The
foutth rookery is located on the western shore
of Lynn Canal approximately2 miles north of
YeldalgalgaCreek (Rusanowski,1991). All are
remote from the project site.

The largesthaulout site in the region is located
on BenjaminIsland, approximately22 miles
south of the project site at the north end of
FavoriteChannel (Pennoyer, 1990). Other
hauloutsites include one approximately4 miles
north of Point Sherman (Staska, 1990; Stein,
1991) and two sitesat the north end of Lynn
Canal, Point Seduction (Bruce, 1990) and the
coast east of Flat Bay (Nanney, 1990).
Approximately40 to 60 sea lions have been
observedin late summerat the hauloutsite 4
milesnotth of Point Sherman (Stein, 1991).

Small numbersof Stellersea lionsalso have
been observed hauled out along the coast
about 5 milessouth of Point Sherman in May (3
to 4 sea lions)and from the Slate Creek Cove
area south to Point St. Maw in the springand
summer (15 to 20 sea lions) (McCarthy, 1990).

Sea lion rookeriesare occupied in the spring
and summerwhile hauloutareas are used
throughoutthe year (Hoover, 1988). Stellersea
lionsare extremely mobile and undergo
seasonalmovementsover long distanceswithin
their range. Haulout areas are differentfrom
winterto summer in SoutheastAlaska. During
the summer, Steller sea lionsare typically
dispersedin the more exposed water offshore
while the insidewaters are used duringthe
winter (Hoover, 1988). Stellersea lionsare
opportunisticfeeders consuminga wide variety
of demersaland pelagic fish as well as
invertebrates. Important prey items include
herring,flatfish,octopus and squid,walleye
pollock,and salmon (Hoover, 1988).

There is no publishedor unpublishedsurvey
informationavailablefor Steller sea lion
numbersor habfiat use in Lynn Canal; the
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rookeryand hauloutsitesare typicallythe only
habmatsthat have been surveyed(Calkins,
1990). However, due to the presenceof the
hauloutsite on BenjaminIslandand another 4
milesnorth of Point Sherman, it is expected that
individualand small groups of Stellersea lions
will occasionallyoccur foraging in or moving
through Lynn Canal waters in the vicinityof the
project area.

Sea lionsare commonly observed in the Point
Sherman area by gillnettersduringthe summer
months (Nanney, 1990; Bruce, 1990). Four sea
lionswere observedapproximately100 meters
offshoreswimmingpast the access pointto the
project site in May 1990. Sea lionsare most
likelyto occur near the south end of Berners
Bay in the springwhen concentrationsof
spawningherringare presentand near Point
Shermanduring the summer monthswhen
salmon pass through the area. This would be
especiallytrue in the springwhen
concentrationsof spawningherringare present
(Calkins,1990).

Potentiil for Adverse Impacts. Potential
effectson Steliersea lionscould occur through
marinevesselaccidents, near shore accidental
spills,contaminationof sea lion food items,and
human disturbanceof small hauloutareas in
Slate Creek Cove and between Point St. Mary
and Point Sherman. Should a vesselaccident
occur and fuel or chemicalsare spilledintothe
water, there is a potentialfor direct exposureof
sea lionsto the spilledmaterialor ingestionof
food itemsthat are contaminated. Effectsof a
spill resultingfrom a vesselaccident would be
expected to only affect a small number of
animals, if any, unlessthe accident occurred in
close proxim’kyto Benjamin Island or the
hauloutsite 4 miles north of Point Sherman.
The increasein potentialfor this type of
accident, with project development,would be
only slightlyhigherthan the riskassociatedwith
existingbarge traffic in Lynn Canal. The
probabilityof occurrence of such an event is
dfilcult to predict but is judged to be low due to
the relativelylarge geographicarea involved,the
dispersalof sea lionsthough the area, and the
frequency of marinevesseltripsto deliver
supplies.

Ingestionof food itemsthat have accumulated
trace metal contaminantsdischargedfrom the
tailingspond into Lynn Canal could occur but
this is judged to have a low probabilityof
adverse effectsfor the same reasonsdiscussed
above the humpbackwhales. Occasionalsea
lionforaging in the Point Sherman area of Lynn
Canal may result in some exposureto a
relativelysmall proportionof the southeast
Alaskansea lion populationbut is not expected
to presenta riskto the populationas a whole.
In addition,even if prey items come into direct
contact with dischargedeffluent,they are not
expected to bioaccumulatemetals or other
potentiallytoxic substances. (See Aquatic
Resources - Marine, Chapter 4, FEIS).

Low-levelhelicopterflightsor ferry boat use in
the vicinityof hauloutsites in Slate Creek cove
or from Point St. Mary to Point Sherman have
the potentialto cause temporary abandonment
of these sitesby Stellersea lions. However, the
currenthelicoptercontractorto the Kensington
Venture has indicatedto the flight path would
avoid coastalareas except in the immediate
vicinityof the project Iandlngsite. In add~ion,
helicopterflightswould maintainan altitudeof at
least 2,000 feet wheneverweather and safety
considerationspermit. Barge traffic, in order to
avoid potentialshorelineobstructions,would not
be expected to pass within 1,000 feet of sea lion
haulouts. Disturbanceto sea lion haulouts
along marinevessel and helicopterfrighttravel
corridorsis, therefore, not expected to occur.
Aircraftflightsand boat trafficare not expected
to have any noticeableeffect on sea lions
feeding or traveling through the area.

Based on this analysis,the Forest Service has
concludedthat constructionand operationof
the proposed projectwould not adverselyaffect
humpbackwhale populationsin Lynn Canal.
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WC
AlaskaAdministrativeCode - The regulations
adopted by state administrat’weagenciesto
implementlegislativeacts passed by the Alaska
Legislature.

abandonment
Discontinuingproject operation,salvaging
projectfacilitiesand rehabilitatingthe sitewhen
future miningis determinedto be technicallyor
economicallyinfeasible.

ablation
The combined processesby which a glacier
wastes.

ACMP
AlaskaCoastal Management Plan

acr~foot
The amount of water which coversan acre of
land to a depth of one foot; (ac ft) equal to
325,827 gallons.

ADCRA
Alaska Departmentof Communityand Regional
Affairs

ADEC
AlaskaDepartment of Environmental
Consewation

ADF&G
Alaska Departmentof Fish and Game

ADNR
Alaska Departmentof Natural Resources

ADOT/PF
Alaska Departmentof Transportationand Public
Facilities

adif
A horizontalor nearly horizontalaccess tunnel
into a mine from the sutiace.

adsorb
To take up and hold by the physicalor chemical
forces of molecules.

ADT
Average daily trafficmeasured in number of
vehicle trips per day.

AEL8LP
Alaska ElectricLight& Power

aerial
Consistingof, movingthrough,found or
suspended in the air.

aerobic
Livingor taking place in the presenceof
oxygen.

agglomerate
To gather into a mass or cluster.

airshed
An area of land over which the pattern of air
movement is influencedby major topographic
features.

alkaline chlorination
A treatment method by chemical reactionused
to break down the toxic cyanide radical (CN-)
into non-toxicsodium bicarbonate,nitrogen,
sodium chloride,and water. This method may
be used to treat mill effluentand tailings.

alluvium
Material, includingclay, silt,sand, gravel, and
mud, deposited by flowingwater.

alternatives
A choice of two or more things;for NEPA
purposes,alternativesto the proposed action
must be examined in an EIS. The discussionof
alternativesmust “sharply[define] the issues
and [provide] a clear basisfor choice...bythe
decision maker and the public.” (40 CFR
1502.14).

ambient
The environmentas it existsat the point of
measurementand againstwhich changes
(impacts)are measured.

ameliorate
To influenceor alter conditionsso as to cause
improvement.
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anadromous
Type of fishthat migrate upstreamfrom
saltwaterto freshwaterto spawn (breed), such
as salmon, some trout and char speciesand
shad. Also describesthe fisheryor habmatused
for spawningby these species.

ANILCA
AlaskaNational InterestLands Consewation
Act.

ankerite
A mineral,a ferroanvariety of dolomite that is,
iron replacesthe magnesium. CaCOa
(Mg,Fe,Mn) C03.

aquatic
Growing, livingin, frequentingor taking place in
waten in this EIS, used to indicatehabtat,
vegetationand wildlifein freshwater.

aquifer
A zone, stratumor group of strataacting as a
hydraulicunit that stores or transmitswater in
sufficientquantitiesfor beneficialuse.

aspect
The directiontoward which a slope faces.

attainment area
A geographic regionwithinwhich National
AmbientAir Qual”~ Standards (NAAQS) are
met three categoriesof attainmentare defined -
Class 1,Class II and Class Ill -on the basisof
the level of degradation of air qualitywhich may
be permitted.

audible
Capable of being heard.

background
The distant part of a landscape located from 3
to 5 milesto infinityfrom the viewer.

BACT
Best AvailableControlTechnology - pollution
controlas defined by EPA for a specific
emissionor pollutantstream and requiredfor
meeting pollutioncontrol regulations.

ball mill
Equipmentused to reduce ore particlesto a
finer size. It includesa large rotatingcylinder

partiallyfilledwith steel balls.

barrel
A U.S. unit of measurementequal to 42 gallons
of petroleum.

base flow
A sustainedor fair-weatherflow of a stream.

baseline data
Data gathered priorto the proposed action to
characterizepre developmentsite conditions.

bathymetric
The measurementof depths of water in an
ocean, lake or sea.

benthic
All underwaterbottomtemainfrom the shore
line to the greatestdeeps.

berm
An eafthen embankment,dike.

big game
Large animalshunted, or potentiallyhunted, for
sport.

bioaccumulation
The processof accumulationand concentration
of a chemical (often certain metals) in animal or
plant tissues.

biodegradable
Capable of behg broken down by the action of
livingorganismssuch as micro-organisms.

biomass
The amount (weightor mass) of livhg material.

biota
All of the Iivhg materialin a given areq often
refersto vegetation.

BLM
Bureau of Land Management

BMP
Best Management Practices
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BOD
BiologicalOxygen Demand - The quantityof
oxygen utilizedin the biochemicaloxidationof
organic matter in a specifiedtime and
temperature. ‘‘

bond
An agreed to sum of money which, under
contract, one party pays another patty under
conditionsthat when certainobligationsor acts
are met, the money is then returned;such as
miningreclamation.

Borough
An area incorporatedfor the purpose of self
government;a municipalcorporation.

borrow area
Rock quarry earthen constructionmaterial
source area such as sand and gravelor topsoil
taken from specificarea for use in reclamation.

breakwater
An offshorestructurefor breakingthe forces of
waves to protect a harbor or beach.

bridge crane
A crane in which a beam or bridge carriesthe
hoistingapparatus.

calcite
A mineral,calcium carbonate (CaC03). One of
the most common minerals;the principal
constituentof limestone.

canopy cover
The spreading branchylayer of forest
vegetation.

oamying capacity
The abilityof a hab~at to supportall or part of a
population’slife cycle.

cathode
The negativeterminalon an electrolyticcell; the
electrode at which electronsenter a device from
the external circuit.

CBJ
CW and Borough of Juneau

Cd
Cadmium - a tin-white,malleable,ductile,toxic,
bwalentmetallicelement used in electroplating
of ironand steel and in the manufactureof
bearingmetals.

CEQ
Councilon EnvironmentalQuality - A body
establishedby the National Environmental
PolicyAct (NEPA) to draft regulationsfor
implementingand monitoringNEPA.

CERCLA
ComprehensiveEnvironmentalResponse
Compensationand LiabilityAct (1980) also
knownas Superfund. This act providedthe
authorii for money administeredby the EPA to
identifyand clean up hazardouswaste sites.

CFR
Code of Federal Regulations

Cfs
Cubic feet per second.

char
Closelyrelatedto trout, the char genus
&!@@ comprisesDoIIYVarden in the
projectarea.

chlorite
A term used for a group of platyhydrous
silicatesof aluminum,ferrous iron, and
magnesium.

chronically
Continuallyand repeatedlyover a long period of
time.

c1
Chlorine- a toxic, yellow-greenishirritatinggas
of disagreeableodor belongingto the halogen
group of diatomic molecules.

climax plant communities
The stabilizedplant communityon a
particularsite. The plant cover does not
change so long as the environmentremainsthe
same.

closure
Bringingto a point of completion.
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co
Carbon Monoxide - a coloriess,odorlessvery
toxic gas that is formed as a product of
incompletecombustionof carbon.

COE
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers-
Responsiblefor reviewingand approving404
permits.

collector chemical
Chemicalswhich attach to normallynon-floating
mineralsmakingthem capable of adheringto
the air bubbles.

colluvial
Soil materialthat has moved downhilland has
accumulated on lower slopesand at the bottom
of a hillconsistingof alluviumin part and also
containingangularfragmentsof the original
rocks, i.e. cliffand avalanchedebris.

concentrate
The remainderof dressed ore that containsthe
mineralsought less diluted.

cone of depression
The geometry or shape of an invertedcone on
the water table or artesianpressuresurface
caused by pumping of a well. The cone of
depressionwill disappearover time when well
pumping ceases.

conifer
A broad classificationof trees, mostly
evergreens,that bear cones and have needle-
shaped or scalelikeleaves;timber commercially
identifiedas softwood.

Corps
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers(see COE)

cover
Livingor non-livingmaterial (e.g., vegetation)
used by fish and wildlifefor protectionfrom
predators,to ameliorateconditionsof weather,
or reproduce.

criteria
Data and informationwhich is used to examine
or establishthe relativedegrees of desirability
among alternativesor the degree to which a
course of action meets an intended object”~e.

Cr
Chromium- a hard, brittle,blue-whte metallic
element used in alloysand electroplating.

Cu
Copper - A red, ductile, malleablenative metal
found in hydrothermaldeposits,cavitiesof basic
igneousrocksand in zones of oxidizationof
copper veins.

Cu ft
cubic feet

cumulative impacts
Combined impacts of the past, presentand
reasonableforeseeablefuture actions. For
example, the impacts of a proposed timber sale
and the developmentof a mine together result
in cumulativeimpacts.

cutoff grade
Lowestgrade of mineralizedrock that qualifies
as ore in a g.wendepos~ assay grade below
which an ore body cannot be profitably
exploited.

Cu yd
Cubic yards

cyanidation circuit
The pottion of a millingfacihy where prepared
ore is exposed to cyanide, a compound or
group of compounds,which dissolvesprecious
metalssuch as gold.

dBA
A unitfor expressingthe relativeintensityof
sound (decibel or dB), weighted along the
audiblefrequencies.

deaeration
The processof removingair or gas, such as
oxygen, from something.

DEC
AlaskaDepartmentof Environmental
conservation

decibel
A unit used in expressingratios of electricor
acoustic power the relativeloudness of sound
(dB).
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deciduous
Vegetationwhich annuallyreplaces its Ieaves
followinga period of dormancy.

decommissioning
Suspensionand/or closureof operations.

DEIS
Draft EnvironmentalImpact Statement,see EIS

deleterious
Hurtful,noxious,destructive.

demography
A statisticalstudy of the characteristicsof
human populationswith referenceto size,
density,growth, distribution,migrationand
effect on socialand economic conditions.

depletion
Use of water in a manner that makes it no
longer availableto other users in the same
system.

deposit
A naturalaccumulation,such as precious
metals, minerals,coal, gas, oil, dust, etc. that
may be pursuedfor its intrinsicvalue; gold
deposit.

dermatologist
A medical specialistin the treatment of skin
conditions.

desorb
To free from a sorbed state; remove by the
reverseof adsorption.

development
The work of drivingopeningsto and into a
proven ore body to prepare it for miningand
transportingthe ore.

dewatering
The reductionof aquatic habitatsby diversionof
stream flow removalof water from underground
mine workings.

diachronic
Considerationof phenomena as they occur,
change, or develop over time; such as
language, culture.

diamond drilling
Rock drillingthat makes use of a diamond
tipped drill bti. Often used when recoveringa
core sample of rock.

dilution
The act of mixingor thinning,and therefore
decreasinga certainstrengthor concentration.

diorite
A plutonicigneous rock composed of sodic
plagioclaseand hornblende,biotite,or
pyroxene. Small amounts of quartz and
orthoclasemay be present.

dip
The angle at which rock stratum,vein, or any
plane (fault) is inclinedfrom a horizontalplane.

direct impacts
“[impacts]which are caused by the action and
occur at the same time and place.” (40 CFR
1508.7) Synonymouswith direct effects.

discharge
The volume of water flowingpasta point per
unit time, commonly expressedas cubic feet
per second, milliongallonsper day, gallonsper
minute,or cubic meters per second.

dispersion
The act of distributingor separatinginto lower
concentrationor less dense units.

diversion
Removingwater from its naturalcourse or
location,or controllingwater in its natural
course or location,by means of a ditch, canal,
flume, reservoir,bypass,pipeline,conduit,well,
pump, or other structureor device.

DOI
Departmentof the InterionU.S. Federal
Government

dore
Metal alloy composed of gold, silver,and other
preciousmetals. Bullioncontainingunparted
metallicgold and silver.

DOT
Departmentof Transportation
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DOTPF
Departmentof Transportation& PublicFacilities

dump
Also calledfill, backfill,or storage site;a dump
is an area where overburdenis piled duringthe
miningprocess,eithertemporarilyor
permanently.

earthquake
Sudden movementof the earth resultingfrom
faulting,volcanism,or other mechanismswithin
the earth.

effluent discharge
Disposalof water previouslyused, as in a
millingprocess.

EIS
“Environmentalimpact statement - Means a
detailedwrittenstatementas requiredby
section 102(2)(C) of the Act.’ (40 CFR 1508.11).

electrolytic cell
A containerholdinga conductivesolutionin
which a flow of electriccurrent is accompanied
by the movement of ions.

EMT
Emergency Medical Technician

endangerad species
Any specieswhich is in danger of extinction
throughoutall or a significantportionof its
range

environmental assessment
(a) Means a concise public document for which
a Federal agency is responsiblethat servesto:
(1) Brieflyprovidesufficientevidenceand
analysisfor determiningwhether to prepare an
environmentalimpact statement or a findingof
no significantimpact. (2) Aid an agency’s
compliancewith the Act when no environmental
impact statement is necessary. (3) Facil-tite
preparationof a statementwhen one is
necessary. (b) Shall include brief discussionsof
the need for the proposal,of alternativesas
requiredby section 102(2)(E), of the
environmentalimpacts of the proposed action
and alternatives,and a listingof agenciesand
personsconsulted. (40 CFR 1508.9).

EPA
EnvironmentalProtectionAgency

ephemeral
Lastingonly a day or a very short period of
time; an arctic plant that grows, flowers,and
dies in a few days.

epibiote
Wing matter on the surface of plants or living
animals,usuallyparasitically. Especiallyused to
describefungi.

epicenter
The part of the earths sudace directlyabove
the foous or origin, of an earthquake.

epifauna
Aquatic animalslivingon the surface of firm
substrates.

epizootic
Designatinga diseasetemporarily prevalent
among many animals.

erosion
The wearing away of the land surface by
runningwater, wind, ice or other agents.

escapement
The number of adult anadromous fish (e.g.,
salmon)that escape fishingpressureand enter
their natal streamsto spawn.

estuarine
Of, relatingto, or formed in a place where an
ooean tide meets the current of a stream

exacerbate
To cause some unfavorableconditionto
worsen; harsh, btier, unpleasant,sour.

exploration
The searchfor economic deposits of minerals,
ore, gas, dil or coal through the practicesof
geology, geochemistry,geophysics,drilling,
shaft sinkingand/or mapping.

‘F
Degrees Fahrenheit

FAA
Federal AviationAdministration
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fault
A displacementof rock along a shear surface.

feasibiiii study
As applied to mining,the feasibilitystudyfollows
discoveryof the mineraland is done by the
miningcompany. Its purpose is to analyzethe
rate of monetary returnthat can be expected
from the mine at a certain rate of production.
Based on this study, the decisionto developthe
ore body may be made.

fecundity
The quality,abil”~, power of producing
spring,especiallyin large numbers.

FCC
Federal CommunicationsCommission

fitter cake

off

Resultingsolidshavinga low moisturecontent
followingthe extractionof water by filteringor a
mechanicalbelt press.

fines
Fine particulatematten specificallyparticlesless
than 0.4 mm in diameter.

fishery
Any premisesupon which breeding, hatching,
or fish-rearingfacilitiesare situatedand required
to have a license by the State fish and game
code, includingponds for commercialuse.

float plane
A seaplanesupported on the water by one or
more floats.

flocculation
To aggregate into lumps, the electrostatic
bondingof charged particles. Physical-
chemicalforms of patticlesand chemicaismay
be stable in freshwaterand destabilizeon
passinginto higher ionic strengthof the
seawater medium.

flotation circuit
The portionof the millingprocesswhere the
flotationprocessoccurs.

flue gas
The gaseousemissionsfrom a chimney or
stack.

fluvial
Of or relatingto a stream or river.

footwall
The lower, undetfyingwall of a vein, coal
deposit or ore seam in a mine, or of an inclined
fault as opposed to hangingwail. A footwall
also refersto the entire mass of rock below an
inclinedfault. It is called the floor in bedded
deposits.

foreground
Generallythe area that lies within one-fourth
mile of the view details such as stumpsand
rocks being readilyvisible.

Forest Plan
Each of the National Forestsadministeredby
the U.S.D.A. Forest Service is operated under a
fiie-year “Landand Resource Management
Plan”as requiredby the National Forest
Management Act of 1976. The 1976 Act was an
amendmentto the Multipleuse SustainedYield
Act of 1960 and the Forest and Rangeland
RenewableResourcesPlanningAct of 1974.
Forest Plansare prepared under the authorityof
these acts.

404 Permit
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act specifies
that anyone wishingto place dredged or fill
materialsinto the waters of the United States
and adjacent jurisdictionalwetlands shallapply
to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineersfor
approval. A permit issued by the Corps of
Engineersfor these activitiesis known as a 404
permit.

free cyanide
Cyanide moleculesthat are unattachedto any
other atoms; chemicallyuncombined.

french drain
A water passage made by fillinga trench with
loose stonesand coveringwith earth.

frother chemical
Chemicalthat producesa froth of tough
bubblesto float cettain mineral particles.
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froth flotation
An ore concentrationprocessthat separates
ground ore from waste in a mixtureof ore,
water and chemicals. When air is forced
through the ore/water mixture,the chemicals
cause certain mineralsto adhere to the air
bubblesand float to the top in a froth, thus
effectinga separation.

w
A recentlyhatched fish.

FSD
Final Scoping Document - This document is
prepared by the Forestto guide the preparation
of the EIS. It is the basic referenceto assure
that the EIS addresses issues,concernsand
opportunities‘klentifiedby the publicand
regulatoryagencies.

fugitive dust
dust particlesresuspendedrandomlyfrom road
travel, excavationand rock loading operations.

furrow
A trench or ditch in the earth which may act as
a watercoursefor drainage or irrigation.

Fws
Fish and WildlifeService - United States
Departmentof interior

geomorphic
Pertainingto the form of the surfaceof the
earth.

geotechnicsl
A branch of engineeringthat is essentially
concerned with the engineeringdesign aspects
of slope stability,settlement,earth pressures,
bearing capacity, seepage control,and erosion.

gillnst
A flat net suspendedverticallyin the water with
meshesthat allow the head of a fishto pass but
entangle its gill covers upon withdrawal.

glaciolacuatrine
Of, relatingto, or coming from lakesderiving
much or ail of their water from the meltingof a
glacier.

glaciofluvial
Of, relatingto, or coming from streamsderiving
much or all of their water from the meltingof a
glacier.

9MJ
Gallonsper day

gpm
Gallonsper minute

grade
A rate of ascent or descent stated as so many
feet per mile or as ft/ft (%); the level or
elevationof a particularland or water surface;
the content of preciousmetals per volume of
rock (oz/ton).

grizzly
Heavy steel grate used to size, sort, and grade
materialsinto requiredcategories.

grout
A thin motir fluid applied by gravityflow or
under pressureto seal off undesirablefluids.

habitat
The natural environmentof a plant or animal,
includingall biotic, climatic,and soil conditions,
or other environmentalinfluencesaffectingliving
condkions.

hanging wall
The upper or overhangingwall of a vein, coal
deposit, ore seam in amine, of an inclinedfault
or other geologic structure:as opposed to
footwail. It is calledthe roof in bedded
deposits.

haulouts
Areas on land where sea lions rest.

hazardous waste
A waste is consideredhazardous by the EPA if
it exhibnsone or more of these characteristics;
ignitability, corros.kity, reactivii, toxicity. These
are listed in 40 CFR 261.3 and 40 CFR 171.8.
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heap leach
A processfor removingmetalsfrom ores that
involvestricklingleach solutionsover large
quantitiesof ore, dissolutionof the metal from
the ore with subsequentfluid recoveryand
treatmentto recovermetalvalues.

heavy metals
A group of elements,usuallyacquired by
organismsin trace amounts,that are often toxic
in higher concentrations;includescopper, lead,
mercury, molybdenum,nickel,cobalt,
chromium, iron, silver,etc.

herbaceous
Vegetationthat lackswoody tissue or is valued
for medicine or savoryqualities.

heterogeneous
Not uniformin structureor composition.

Hg
Mercury - a heavy, silver-whtiepoisonous
metallicelement;the only metal liquidat
ordina~ temperatures.

HL8LP
Haines Light & Power Company

Holocene
The most recent period of geologic time.

hydraulic conductivity
A measure of the abilityof rock or
soilto permitthe flow of groundwaterunder a
pressuregradient:permeability.

hydrocyclones
A pressureoperated particlesizingdevice that
separatesaccordingto masswith forces greater
than normal grav”~through rotation.

hydrologic system
All physicalfactors,such as precipitation,
stream flow, snowmelt,groundwater,etc., that
effect the hydrologyof a specificarea.

hydropyhytic
A perennialaquatic plant requiringan
abundance of water for growth.

Ico
Issues,Concernsand Opportunities- Usually
used in describingimportantcriteriafor
evaluatinga project under NEPA.

IDT
InterdisciplinaryTeam - As proposed by recent
ForestService regulations,the interdisciplinary
team will be comprisedof Forest Setvice
personnelwho collectivelyrepresenttwo or
more areas of specializedtechnical knowledge
about natural resourcesmanagementapplicable
to the area being planned. The team will
considerproblemscollect’wely,ratherthan
separateconcernsalong disciplinarylines. This
interactionwill insuresystematic,integrated
considerationof physical,biological,economic,
and other sciences.

impermeable
Propertyof a substancethat inhibfispassage of
fluidsthrough its mass

impoundment
The accumulationof any form of water in a
reservoiror other storage area.

incizad
A narrow,steep-walledvalley caused by
erosion.

increment
The amount of change from an existing
concentrationor amount such as air pollutant
concentrations.

indigenous
Originating,developing,or produced naturallyin
a particularland, region, or environment;native.

indirect impacts
[Impacts]which are caused by the action and
are later in time or farther removed in distance,
but are stillreasonablyforeseeable. (40 CFR
1508.8) Synonymouswith indirecteffects.

inert
A substancethat is chemicallyunreactive;not
effectingany substanceit comes in contact
with.
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infauna
Aquatic animals Iivhg in and on soft bottom
substrates.

infiltration
The movement of water or some other fluid into
the soilthrough pores or other openings.

infrastructure
The underlyingfoundationor basic framework
substructure.

in situ
A Latinterm meaning “inplace”,in the natural
or originalposition.

interetitiil
Occupying the spaces between sediment
particles.

intertidal
The zone of sea bottom between the low and
hightide lines.

isohaline
Having the same concentrationof dissolved
salts,a line or surfacedrawn on a map or chart
to indicatepointsof equal salinityin the ocean.

isothermal
Having equal temperatures.

Jurassic period
The middle period of three geologic periods
composing Mesozoic era. Approximateage is
136 to 195 millionyears ago.

jurisditilonally wetland
A wetland area delineatedand identifiedby
specifictechnicalcriteria,field indicatorsand
other informationfor purposesof public agency
jurisdiction. The publicagencies which
administerjurisdictionalwetlandsare the Fish
and WildlifeService, Departmentof the Army,
EnvironmentalProtectionAgency and the Soil
ConservationService.

Kv
KiloVolts - one thousandvolts.

land management plan
See forest plan.

leaching
The processof applying a dilute sodium
cyan”~esolutionto gold bearing ore, which
trickles(percolates)through the ore. The gold
complexesor binds to the solution,which is
then called a “pregnant”solution. The pregnant
solutionis collectedfor processingto recover
the gold.

level
Minesare customarilyworked through
horizontalpassagesor driftscalled levels.
These are commonly spaced at regular intervals
in depth and are either numbered from the
surface in regularorder or designated by their
actual eievationbelow ground level.

MID
Load-Haul-Dump- a vehicle similarto a front-
end loader which is used undergroundand in
low clearanceoperations.

Iineament
A topographicline that is structurallycontrolled.
Lineamentsare studied especiallyon aerial
photographs.

long-term impacts
Impactsthat result in a permanent changes to
the environment. An example is a topographic
change resultingfrom tailingsdisposal in a
creek drainage.

logarithmic scale
A scale on which actual distancesare
proportionalto the exponent of the scale
number ratherthan the numbers themselves.

LPG
LiquifiedPetroleumGas

LUD II
Land Use DesignationII - A designationby the
ForestServiceto manage these areas ‘in a
roadlessstate to retaintheir wildland character,
but this would permitwildlifeand fish habtit
improvementand primitiie recreationalfacil.ky
development.= ~ongass Land Management
Plan 1986).

magazine
A place where gods or suppliesare stored;
usuallyexplosives,ammunition, etc.
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marine outfall
The mouth or outlet of a river,stream or
pipelinewhere it entersthe sea.

ma~lme
Relatingto navigationor commerce on the sea
borderingon the sea.

mass wasting
The processinvolvingmovementof rock and
soilwhich is controlleddirectly by gravity,
includingcreep, landslides,and mudflows.

metallurgy
A scienceand technologythat deals with the
extractionof metalsfrom their ores, refining,
processing,etc.

mg/1
Milligramsper liter

microclimate
The local climate of a given area or habfiat
characterizedby uniformityover the site and
differentfrom the envelopingmicroclimate.

migratory
Movingfrom place to place, daily or seasonally.

milling
The processof separatingthe valuable
constituent(gold) from the undesiredor non-
economic constituentsof the ore material
(calledtailingsafter milling).

mineral benefaction
The process of treating ore so that
the resultingproduct is richeror more
concentratedwith minerals. It is primarilya
millingand concentratingprocess.

minimum streamflow requirement
A set amount of water to be maintainedin a
water course for the purpose of reasonably
maintainingthe environment.

mining plan
See operatingplan.

mitigation measure
There are severalmeaningsof mitigate:Avoid
the impact by not taking action. Minimizethe
impact by limitingthe degree of magnitude of
the action and its implementation. Rectifythe
impact by repairing,rehabilitating,or restoring
the affected environment. Reduce or eliminate
the impact over time by presemationand
maintenanceoperationsduring the life of the
action. Compensatefor the impact by replacing
or providingsubstituteresources,or by
enhancingthe value of an adjacent existing
environment.

modified mercalli scale
A descriptivemeans of rating earthquake
severitybased on damage repomxf.

monitoring
A watching, observingor checking, in this
instance,a continuingtesting of specific
environmentalparametersand of project waste
streamsfor purposesof comparingwith permit
stipulations,pollutioncontrol regulations,
mitigationplan goals, etc.

mooring dolphins
A buoy, spar or dock post with a ring for
attachmentto shipscables.

MOU
Memorandum of Understanding

MSHA
Mines Safety and HealthAdministration-
Federal agency under the Department of bbor
which regulatesworker healthand safety in
miningoperations.

multiple use
The management concepts under wMch
National Forest landsare managed. It involves
the management of resourcesin combinations
that will best servethe public.

muskegs
A marsh or bog.

MW
Mega watt - A millionwatts.

N/MQS
NationalAmbientAir Qual’RyStandards
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National Register of Historic Places
A list, maintainedby the National Park Service,
of areas which have been designatedas being
of historicalsignticance.

naturopath
A practitionerof naturaltreatmentsfor disease.

navigable water
“Navigablewaters of the United States are those
waters that are subjectto the ebb and flow of
the tide and/or are presentlyused, or have
been used in the past, or maybe susceptible
for use to transport interstateor foreign
commerce.” (33 CFR 329.4).

NEPA
The NationalEnvironmentalPolicyAct of 1989-
Nationalcharterfor protectionof the
environment. It establishespolicy,sets goals
and providesmeans for carryingout the policy.
40 CFR 1500-1508 are the regulationsfor
implementingthe act.

NEPA Process
All measuresnecessaryto comply with the
requirementsof section2 and Ttile I of NEPA.

New Source Performance Standards
Standardsset by EPA definingthe allowable
pollutantdischarge (air and water) and
applicablepollutioncontrolfor new facilities;by
industrialcategory.

Ni
Nickel - a silver-whnehard malleableductile
ferromagneticmetallic element, polishable,
resistantto corrosion.

NMFS
National Marine FisheriesService

NOAA
NationalOceanographicand Atmospheric
Administration

N02
Nitrogendioxide

nonpoint air pollution
Pollutioncaused by sourcesthat are non-
stationary. In mining,nonpointair pollution
resultsfrom such activitiesas blastingand
haulingmineralsover roads, as well as dust
from tipples, mineralstockpiles,tailings,and
waste dumps priorto mulchingand/or
revegetation.

NO,
Nitrogen Oxides

NPDES
National PollutantDischargeEliminationSystem
- A program authorized by sections318, 402
and 405 of the Clean Water Act, and
implementedby regulations40 CFR 122.
NPDES program requirespermitsfor the
discharge of pollutantsfrom any point source
into waters of the United States.

NPS
National Park Service

NSPS
See New Source PerformanceStandards

NWS
NationalWeather Service

odd-even year run cycle
Because pink salmon live and spawn only after
2 years, runs in even and odd years may be
quite d“tierentin characterand in size.

omnivorous
Eating any sott of food, especiallyboth animal
and vegetable food.

Io&ysar flood
A flood that occurs on the average once every
100 years.

operating plan
Submitted by the miningoperator, the operating
plan outlinesthe steps the miningcompany will
take to mine and rehabilitatethe site. The
operating plan is subm”medprior to starting
miningoperations. Synonymouswith the term
mining plan.
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ore
Any deposit of rock from which a valuable
mineralcan be economicallyextracted.

Organic Act
The 1897 Act containsthe basic authorityfor
managementof National Forests.

organic matter
Matter composed of once-livingorganism
(carbon compounds).

organism
A livingindividualof any plant or animal
species.

orthopedic
One employed or relatingto the correctionor
preventionof deformities,especiallyin the
skeletalstructure.

outmigration
The seaward migrationof anadromousfishes.

overburden
Uselessmaterialwhich ovetiiesa deposit of
usefulmaterial.

oxide
A compound of oxygen with one or more
metallicelementsor organic radical.

ozone
An allotropic,triatomicform of oxygen found
largely in the stratosphere;a product of reaction
between ultravioletlightand oxygen.

Patent
A document conveyingtitle to land from the
U.S. Governmentto privateownership.

patented claims
Priiate land which has been securedfrom the
Governmentby compliancewith the laws
relatingto such lands.

Pb
Lead - a soft, heavy, malleable,ductile, plastic
but inelasticmetallicelement that is bluish-white
color.

pediatrician
A specialistin the care and medical treatmentof
children.

performance bond
See reclamationguarantee.

periphyton
Organisms,includingalgae, which live attached
to undewater surfaces.

petroglyphs
A carvingor inscriptionon a rock.

pH
Symbolfor the negative common logarithmof
the hydrogen ion concentration(acidity)of a
solution. The pH scale runsfrom Oto 14, with a
Ph of 7 consideredneutral. A pH number
below 7 indicatesacidity and a pH value above
7 indicatesalkalin”kyor a base.

phylliie
A foliatedmetamorphicrock that is intermediate
in compositionand fabric between slateand
schist.

physiographic province
A region havinga particularpattern
of relieffeaturesor land forms that d“tiers
significantlyfrom other adjacent regions.

physiography
A descriptionof the featuresand phenomena of
nature.

piezometer
A device for measuringmoderate pressuresof
liquids.

piezometric head
The levelto which a liquidwill rise in a
piezometer,representingthe static pressureof a
water body.

piezometric surface
Any imaginarysurfacecoincidingwith the
hydraulicpressurelevel of the water in a
confinedaquifer,or the surface representingthe
statichead of ground water and defined by the
levelto which water will rise in a well. A water
table is a particularpiezometricsurface.
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Plan of Operations
See operating plan.

PMF
Probable Maximum Flood - A theoreticalflood
event used for engineeringdesign purposes.

point source
Stationarysources of potentialpollutants. In
terms of mining,some examplesof point
sourcesare crushingand screeningequipment,
conveyorand pond outlet pipes.

pollution
Human-caused or naturalalterationof the
physical,biological,and radiologicalintegrityof
water, air, or other aspects of the environment
producing undesiredeffects.

portal
The entrance to a tunnel or undergroundmine.

potable water
Suitable,safe, or prepared for drinking.

potentiometric surface
Surfaceto which water in an aquiferwould rise
by hydrostaticpressure.

precious metal
Any of the less common and highlyvaluable
metals;gold, silver,platinum.

precip”~tion
The process of removingsolidor liquid particles
from a gas or smoke; rain, mist,snow, etc.; the
process of forming a precip”~tefrom a solution
(flocculation).

pregnant solution
The resultingsolutionfrom the leaching process
which containsdissolvedmetal values.

prescriptive mitigation
The rulesor directivein-placegiving precise
instructionson the abatement or alleviationof
certain issues.

prehistoric
Relatingto the times just precedingthe period
of recorded history.

priority pollutant
Toxic aqueous pollutantsspecifiedas of
particularconcern in the Clean Water Act; EPA
sets limitsfor discharge of these pollutants.

pristine
Pertainingto pure, original,uncontaminated
conditions.

probable maximum flood
See PMF.

prospect
A property in which the mineralvalue has not
been proven by exploration.

PSD
Preventionof SignificantDeterioration- Under
provisionsof the Federal Clean Air Act, a
proposed new source of air pollutionmaybe
requiredto apply for PSD permit if certain
emissionlimitsare expected to be exceeded.

public scoping
Givingthe publicthe opportun.~ for free,
unhampered,speakingor writing concerningthe
intentions,activii, or influenceof a project on
the community,environment,personal,or
anything relative.

pyrite
A common mineralconsistingof iron disulfide
(FeSJ with a pale brass-yellowcolor and
brilliantmetallicluster. It is burned to make
sulfurdioxide and sulfuticacid.

pyritic
Relatingto or resemblingpyrite, a common
mineral;irondisulfide.

quartz
A mineral,silicondioxide (SiOJ that, next to
feldspar, is the most common mineral,and
occurs in usuallycoloriess,transparent crystals,
but may be yellow, brown, purple, pink, or
green.

reptor
Bird of prey, includingeagles, hawks and owls.

RCRA
ResourceConservationand Recovety Act
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reagent
A chemical substanceused in the treatment of
ores.

recharge
Absorptionand additionof water to the zone of
saturation.

reclamation
Returningdisturbedland to a form and
productivii that will be ecologicallybalanced
and in conform”~with a predeterminedland-
management plan.

reclamation guarantee
A bindingcommitmentpayableto a
governmentalagency in the event that
decommissioningand reclamationof an
operation is not completed accordingto an
approved plan. See bond.

Record of Decision
A document which disclosesthe decisionon a
major federal action and the reasonswhy the
decisionwas made; it is signed by the official
responsiblefor implementingthe identified
action. The environmentalconsequences
disclosed in an EnvironmentalImpact Statement
are considered by the responsibleofficialin
reachinga decision.

reduced sulfur compounds
Sulphur compounds changedto a non-reactive
state; deoxidized.

resident
A species,which is found in a particularhab~t
for a particulartime period (i.e. winter resident,
summer resident,year-round)as opposed to
those found only when passingthrough on
migration.

richter scale
A numerical (logarithmic)measureof
earthquake intensity.

rills
A channel or groove made by a small stream.

riparian
A type of ecologicalcommunitythat occurs
adjacent to streamsand rivers. It is
characterizedby certaintypes of vegetation,
soils,hydrologyand fauna and requiresfree or
unboundwater or conditionsmore moist than
that normallyfound in the area.

riprap
A layer of large, broken rock placed together
irregularlyto preventerosionof embankments,
causeways,or other swtaces.

ROD
Record of Decision

rookeries
Breedingand raisingground for sea mammals
and birds.

ROS
RecreationalOpportunitySpectrum - Used in
describingpotentialrecreationaluses of an
area.

runoff
Precipitationthat is not retainedon the site
where it falls, not absorbed by the soil; natural
drainageaway from an area.

safety factor
A safetyfactor is a ratio of resistingforces to
drivhg forces. By determininga structure’s
safetyfactor, a numericalindex of stabilityis
obtained.

SAG mill
Semi-AutogenousGrindingMill - A millwhich
usesthe ore itselfas a grindingmedium and
supplementswith steel ballsas requiredto
obtainthe proper size.

aalmonids
Fish species (salmon,trout and char) that
belongto the same family salmonidae.

aatelliie community
A smallcommunityphysicallyseparate from the
main community,yet not self-sufficient.
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scrubber
Equipmentused to remove pollutants(such as
sulfurdioxidesor particulatematter) from stack
gas emissions.

Se
Selenium- A non-metallic,toxic element related
to sulphurand tellurium;a by-productof the
electrolyticrefiningof copper.

Section 10 Permit
Section 10 of the Riversand Harbors Act of
1899 requiresa permitfor any structureor work
that may obstructtraditionallynavigablewaters.
This permit is issuedby U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers.

sedentmy organisms
Not migrato~ staying in one place; stationary.

sediment
Materialsuspendedin liquidor ain also, the
same materialonce it has been deposited.

sediment basin
A pond, depression,or other device used to
trap and hold sediment.

sediment loading
The mass of soliderosion productsdeposited
by or carried in water or air.

sediment trap
A facility(e.g., an excavated basin or pond) or
quiet water where suspended particulate can
settle to the bottom, reducingsediment
transportdownstream.

seiche
A periodicoscillationof water in a lake or
harbor whose period is determined by the
resonantcharacteristicsof the containingbasin
as controlledby its physicaldimensions.

seismic refraction
Angular redirectionof seismicwaves upon
passing into a mediumwith a differentvelocity
such as earthquakeshock waves travelingin
various crusted material.

seismic risk zone
Hazard zones identifiedin the uniformBuilding
Code which, based on earthquake potential,is
used to determine buildingconstruction
requirements.

seismicity
The likelihoodof an area being subjectto
naturalearthquakes;the relativefrequency,
magnitude,and kind of naturalearthquakes.

sensitive species
A plant or animal listed by a State or Federal
agency as behg of environmentalconcern;
includesbut is not limitedto threatened and
endangered species.

sensitivity level
A particulardegree of measure of viewer
interestin and concern for the scenic qualityof
the landscape.

series
Composed of soilshaving similararrangements
of horizonsand having,within certain limits,
similarphysicaland chemical properties.

settling ponds
Structuresconstructedby excavationand/or by
buildingan embankmentwhose purpose is to
retainwater and allow for settlementof fines
(TSS) and reductionin turbidity.

SHPO
State Historicpreservationoffice

short-term impacts
Impacts occurringduring project construction
and operation,and ceasing upon project
closureand reclamation.

significant issues
Of all the issuesand concerns raisedduring the
scoping processfor an environmentalimpact
statement,certain of those issuesare
determinedto be “significant’by the lead public
agency. Determiningwhich issuesare
significant,and thus meritingdetailed study in
the EIS, is the final step of the scoping process
and varieswith each project and each location.
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siltation
The depositionor accumulationof siltor
unconsolidatedvery fine grained soil particles.

SIP
State ImplementationPlan

slag
The non-gold materialthat separatesfrom the
gold valuesduring melting. It is separatedfrom
the gold when the cathode mixturein the
furnace is poured into separate, specialpots
and allowedto cool and solidify.

slumping
Slidingof a mass of unconsolidatedsediment
down-slope. The sediment movesas a unit
mass and often becomes a turbidityflow.
Slumpingmay be triggered by slope instabilities
or by earth movements.

slurry
A watery mixtureor suspensionof insoluble
matter such as mud or lime.

smelt
A young salmon as it enters saltwater.

Sox
Sulfuroxides, includingsulfurdioxide (SOJ.

so,
Sulfurdioxide

solid waste
Garbage, refuse,sludgefrom a waste treatment
plant, water supplytreatment plant, or air
pollutioncontrol facilityand other discarded
material, includingsolid, liquid,semi-solid,or
contained gaseous material resultingfrom
industrial,commercial,mining,and agricultural
operations,and from communityactivities.

spawn
To produce and/or deposit eggs or spermQ
the eggs or sperm product.

SPCC
SpillPreventionControland Countermeasure
Plan - A plan which the EPA recommends
having on file within six months of project
inception. It is a contingencyplan for
avo”~anceof, containmentof and responseto
hazardous materialsspillsor leaks.

specific grav”~
The ratio of the densityof a substanceto that of
pure water, usingthe same volume of each
substance.

SPM
Semi-primitiie Motorized - A descriptiveterm for
recreationaluse of an area.

SPNM
Semi-primitiie Non motorized - A descriptive
term for recreationaluse of an area.

stereoscopic
The processof viewingan object from two
locationsto produce a three dimensionalimage,
especiallywhen a stereoscopeis used to view
aerial photographpairs.

stockpiling
Storage of soilsand/or rock material.

atockwork
A solid mass of rock so interpenetratedby small
veins of ore that the whole mass must be mined
together.

stoping
A process by which ore is excavated in an
undergroundmine; removalof ore from an
undergroundexcavation(stope).

strata
A tabular mass or thin sheet of earth of one
kind formed by naturalcauses usuallyin a
seriesof layers of varyingmake-up; sedimental
units.

streamflow
The discharge (flowof water) in a natural
channel.
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stream gradient
The rate of fail or loss of elevationover the
physicallength of a segment or total stream
usuallyexpressedin feet per foot (??).

strike
The horizontalcourse or bearing of an inclined
bed, stratum,or vein; the directionof a
horizontalline in the plane of an inclinedbed,
stratum,or vein.

subalpine
Relatingto high upland slope immediatelybelow
the timbeffine.

subsidence
A local loweringof surface land caused by the
collapseof rock and soil into an underground
vo”ti;it can result in stabil”~failuressuch as
landslidesand mine roof cave-ins.

subsistence use
Section 803 of the Alaska National Interest
lmds Consewation Act definessubsistenceuse
as: Vhe customaryand traditionaluses by rural
Alaskaresidentsof wild, renewableresources
for direct personalor family consumptionas
food, shelter,fuel, clothing,tools, or
transportation;for the making and sellingof
handicraftarticlesout of the non-eatableby-
productsof fish and wildliferesourcestaken for
personalor family consumption;for barter, or
sharingfor personalor family consumption;and
for customarytrade.”

substrate
An underlayerof earth or rock.

succession
Changes in the plant communitiescomposing
an ecosystemas the ecosystemevolvesfrom
one type to another, e.g. wetlands becoming
grassymeadows.

sulfide prospect
Referringto an area of geologic interest
consideredfor the potentialrecoveryof metals
that contain compounds of sulfur.

sump
in the case of an undergroundmine, an
excavationmade undergroundto collectwater,
from which water is pumped to the surfaceor
to another sump nearer the surface.

sutilcial
Characteristicof, relatingto, formed on, situated
at or occurringon the earth’ssurface;
especially,consistingof unconsolidated
residual,allwial, or glacialdeposits lying on the
bedrock.

synchronous
Recurringor operating at exactlythe same
periods.

synthWlc liner
A protectivelayer made of man-made materials
installedalong the bottom, sidesand/or top of
a disposalarea to reduce the migrationof fluids
into or out of the disposalarea.

tailings
The non-economicconstituentsof the ground
ore matetialthat remainsafter the valuable
mineralshave been removedfrom raw materials
by milling.

talus
Heaps of coarse debris at the foot of cliffsand
steep slopes resultingfrom gravitytransportand
weathering processes.

tank cyanidation
The processof extractinggold from ore in
endosed containerssuch as concrete and/or
steel tanks.

taxonomy
The science of the classificationand
arrangement,accordingto relationships,of
living organisms.

TCU
TransportationCommunications& Utilities

TDS
Total DissolvedSolids - As it appliesto
sedimentsin streams.
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telluride
A binarycompound of telluriumwith a more
electropositiveelement.

Te
Tellurium- A semimetallicelement that
chemicallyresemblesseleniumand sulphur.

I&year recumence interval flood
A flood that occurs on the average once every
ten years.

10-year, 24-hour event
The precipitationthat
is predictedto occur duringa 24-hour period
with a 10-year recurrenceintewal.

terrestrial
Of or relatingto the earth, soil, land; an
inhabfiantof the earth or land.

third-patty contractor
An independentfirm contracted by a
governmentagency to performwork relatedto
a proposedaction of another organization;due
to the financialand contractualarrangements
governingsuch relationships,the third-patty
contractorhas no financialor other interestin
the decisionto be reached on the project.

threatened species
A wildlifespeciesofficiallydesignated by the
Fish and WildlifeSetvice as having its existence
threatened.

tideland
Land that is overflowedby the tide but exposed
during times of low water.

till
Non-sorted, non-stratifiedsedimentcarried or
deposited by a glacier.

timber slash
Non economic timber refusethat is cut but
remains in the area after timber harvest.

Tlingit
A group of indian peoplesof the islandsand
coast of SouthernAlaska includingchieflythe
Auk, Chilkat,Sitka, Stikine,Tongass, and
Yakutat.

topography
A configurationof a surface includingits relief.

toxic”~ teats
Refersto predescribedlaboratoryanalysis
generallyused to determinethe degree of
danger posed by a substanceto animal or plant
life.

tpd

Tons per day

tpy
Tons per year

transects
A samplearea in the form of a long narrow
continuousstripthat is used for the tabulation
of data.

transmissivity (coefficient 09
A measureof the abilityof an aquiferto transmit
water.

TSP
Total Suspended Pacticulates

TSS
Total Suspended Sediment, as it appliesto
sedimentsin streams.

tsunamis
A great sea wave produced by an earthquakeor
volcanic eruption.

turbid”~
Reducedwater clarity resultingfrom the present
of suspendedmatter.

unavoidable effeots
Many effectswhich could occur from the
Projectcan be eliminatedor minimizedby
managementrequirementsand constraintsand
mitigationmeasures. Effectsthat cannot be
eliminatedare identifiedas unavoidable.

unpatented claims
Mineral resourcesfor which a person has made
a claim on open, unappropriatedfederal lands.
See patented claim.

USDA
United States Department of Agriculture
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USFWS
United States Fish and WildlifeService

USGS
United States GeologicalSurvey

U-shaped drainage
A surfacedrainage area which, in cross-section,
is U-shaped; generallycaused by glaciation.

underflow
Movement of water through subsurfacematerial.

underetory
A foliage layer lying beneath and shaded by the
main canopy of a forest.

upwelling
To move or flow upward.

Variety Classes
A particularlevel of visualvarietyor diversityof
landscape characteras identifiedin the Forest
ServiceVisual Management System.

vat leach
The process of removing, in solution,precious
metalsfrom oxide ores through leachingin a
large tank, barrel or other vessel.

Visual Management Objectives
Objectives identikxi by the ForestServicefor
management of viewsheds.

vein
A mineralizedzone havinga more or less
regulardevelopment in length,width, and depth
to give it a tabular or sheet-likeform and
commonly inclinedat a considerableangle to
the horizontal. A mineraldeposit of this form.

visual resources
The Forest Service manages viewshedsas a
resource,establishingspecificmanagement
objectivesfor differentareas of ForestSewice
land.

VQO
Visual Quality Objectives. Used by the Forest
SeNice in classif@g visual resourcesof an
area.

WAD
Weak Acid Dissociable- Refersto a testing
procedureto measurethe amount of cyanide
that can be chemicallyliberated usinga
prescribedmixtureof dilute acids.

waste rock
Also known as undergrounddevelopment rock,
waste rock is the non-ore rock that is extracted
to gain access into the ore zone. It containsno
gold or gold below the economic cutoff level,
and must be removedto gain access to the ore
zone.

water balance
A measureof continuityof water flow in a fried
or open system.

watershed
The entire land area that contributeswater to a
particulardrainage systemor stream.

Waters of the United States
(a)(1) all waterswhich are currentlyused, or
were used in the past or may be susceptibleto
use in interstatesor foreign commerce,
includingall waterswhich are subject to the ebb
and flow of the tide; (2) all interstatewaters
includinginterstatewetlands; (3) all other waters
such as intrastatelakes, rivers,streams
(includingintermittentstreams), mudflats,
sandflats,wetlands,sloughs,prairie potholes,
wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds, the
use, degradation or destructionof which could
affect the interstateor foreign commerce
includingany such waters: (i) which are or
could be used by interstateor foreign travelsfor
recreationalor other purposes;or (ii) from
which fish or shellfishare or could be taken and
sold in interstateor foreign commerce; or (iii)
which are used or could be used for industr”=l
purposesby industriesin interstatecommerce;
(4) all impoundmentsof waters otherwise
definedas waters of the United States under
this definition;(5) tributariesof waters identified
in paragraphs(1)(1)-(4) of this section
[definition];(6) the territorials= (7) wetlands
adjacent to waters
(otherthan waters that are themselves
wetlands) identifiedin paragraphs (a)(l)-(6) of
this section [definition]. Waste treatment
systems,includingtreatment ponds or lagoons
designedto meet the requirementsof CWA
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[Clean Water Act] (otherthan cooling ponds as
defined in 40 CFR 123.11 (m)) which also meets
the critetia of this definitionare not waters of
the United States.

weathering
The processwhereby larger particlesof soils
and rock are reducedto finer particlesby wind,
water, temperature changes, and plantand
bacteriaaction.

weir
A device (as a notch in a dam) for determining
the quantityof water flowingover it from
measurementsof the depth of water over the
crest or sill,and known dimensionsof the
device.

wetlands
Those areas that are inundatedor saturatedby
surface or groundwater at a frequencyand
duration sufficientto suppott, and that under
normal circumstances,do supporta prevalence
of vegetationtypicallyadapted for life in
saturatedsoil conditions. Wetlandsgenerally
include swamps, marshes,bogs, etc.

wilderness
Land designated by Congressas a component
of the NationalWildernessPrese~ation System.

wind rose
A diagram showingthe relativefrequencyof
winds blowingfrom differentdirections.

worst case impacts
An imagined scenarioof the impacts resulting
from extreme conditionsor combinationof
situations;for example, extreme conditions
causingfailure of impoundmentstructures.

xanthatee
A class of chemicalsknownas “collector
chemicals,which attach to normallynon-floating
mineralsmaking them capable of adheringto
the froth in a flotation circuit.

Zn
Zinc - A bluish-whinecrystallinemetallicelement
commonly associatedwith lead in mineral
deposits.
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NPDES Permit

(DRAFT)

.



Followingis NPDES Draft Permit No. AK-005057-I. This Draft Permit was issued for

publicreviewand comment by the EnvironmentalProtectionAgency Region 10 on June

3, 1991. The public comment period closed September 3, 1991. Changes that result

from publiccommentswillbe incorporatedintothe permit. The permitwillnot be issued

untilafter the FEIS is signed.

EPA is not solicitingcomments on the Draft NPDES Permitat this time. It is includedin

the Kensingtonproject FEIS for reference only.
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Aaencies

Alaska DEC
Dick Stokes

DNR-Division of Parks & Outdoor Recreation
Bill Gary

Alaska DNR, State Parks
Linda Kruger

Alaska DNR
Chris Landis

Alaska DNR
Andy Pekovich

DNR, DLWM/SERO
Elizaveta Shadura

Alaska City Dept. of Govern. Coord.
Gabrielle LaRoche

Alaska Dept. of Fish &.Game
Rick Reed

Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game
Janet Hall Schempf

Alaska Dept. of Fish
Ray Staska

E3LM
David Dorris

BLM
Dick Vernimen

& Game

City and Borough of Juneau Dept. of
Community Development

City and Borough of Juneau
Planing Commission
Merle Bottage

City and Borough of Juneau
Murray Walsh

City of Haines
Planning Commission
David Nanney

Cky of Haines
Mayor Frank L. Wallace

City of Haines
City Administrator
Walt Wilcox

Cty of Haines Planing Committee
David Nanney

Glen Justis
Corps of Engineers

John Tobias
Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Branch

DGGS
Rick Nell

Environmental Protection Agency
Robert Burd

Environmental Protection Agency
Rick Seaborne, WD-136

Haines Borough
Fred Shields

Haines Borough
Becky Mhchell

Haines Borough Assembly
Ray Menaker

Job Service
Micki Bradley

National Marine Fisheries Service
Sue !vlello

National Marine Fisheries Service
Steven Pennoyer

State of Alaska
Paul Rusanowski

U.S. Bureau of Mines
Pat & David Carries

U.S. Bureau of Mines
Al Clough

U.S. Bureau of Mines
Jim Coldwell
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U.S. Department of Interior
Paul Gates

Kara Berg
Glacier Bay Sea Kayaks

USFWS
Nevin Holmberg

Paul Berry

Wren Besser
USFWS
Deborah Rudis Astrid Bethers

Mike BethersOraanizetions and Individuals

Lauri J. Adams
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund

Gretchen Bishop

Norman Blank
Loren Adkins

Patricia D. Blank
Joe & Eunice Akagi

Cosmo Bloom
Judy Alaback

Steven C. Borell, P.E.
Alaska Miners Assn., Inc.Alaska Trollers Assoc.

Alaskans for Juneau Bob Bottge

Dave Allison E.O. Bracken

Jeanie Allison Aaron Brakel

Cherie M. Andrew Judy Brakel

Bob Andrews Floyd Branson

Rich Babarovich Doug Bridge
Glacier Bay Sea Kayaks

Sissi Babich
William G. Brock
Wm. Brock & AssociatesBruce Baker

Marjorie Bantz Gerald Brookman

Paul Barnes Robert Brown

John F. Barry Geron Bruce
United SE Alaska Gillnetters

Randolph Bayliss
Environmental Engineer Scott Brylinsky

John Beckley Don BurFord

Joel Bennett Cindy Buxton

Fred Bergander Jim Calvin
McDowell Group
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Margaret Calvin Chuck Craig

Shirley Campbell Laurie Ferguson Craig

Tom Candrey R.L Craig

Capital City Weekly Stuart B. Cramer

Scott Carey Jean Crawford

Richard Carstensen Chris Cumming

Tom Cashen Cecily Cunningham

Donna Catotti Bryson Dean

Glenn Cave Alroy DeAngelis

David Chambers Dennis DeBolt
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund Sealaska Corporation

Chilkat Valley News Christia Den

June Christal Valerie DeLaune

Michael Clark

Brian Cochrane

Lee Coffman

Kathy Coghill

Stuart Cohen

Jim Coldwell

Forrest Cole

Cathy Connor

Melissa Connor

Greg Cook

Judy Cooper

Larry Cooper

Bill Corbus

Jack Crxtrell

B. Craig

L.H. Demerath

David Diebel

Angie D~on

Debra Donahue
National Wildlife Federation

Stephanie Dotson

Chad Drennan

Jack Druckenmiller

Jim Dumont
Juneau Parks & Rec. Advisory Board

Rich Dwyer
Goldbelt, Inc.

ERA Helicopters

F.O. Eastaugh

Bill Edwards

Larry Edwards
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Andrew Eggen Al Gilliam

Dan Egolf Patty Glackin
Haines Chamber of Commerce

Roger Eichman
Lorraine Godwin

Kathy Ellis
Rob Goldberg

Thomas Ely
Richard Golden

Peter Enticknap
Peter Goll

Robert Erhardt
Sherrie Goll

Bob Fagen Legislative Sewices

Dave Farmer Scott Gorrell

Wray Featherstone Dale Gosnell

Len Feldman Skip Gray
Friends of Berners Bay

Marjorie Fields
Donald Greenberg

Robert Fike
Patti Greene

Chris Finch
SEACC Greater Juneau Chamber of Commerce

Bill Finlay Michael Griffin

First Bank Bob Grochow

John Floreske, Jr. Gary Gunstrom

Dick Folta Peter T. Hagan
Sarah Anderson

Lee Forman
Haines Public Library

Lynda Foreman
Tom Hall

Jim Fowler
AMAX

Mary Fuchs Marge Hollenbaugh

Anne Fuller Ed & Kathy Hansen

Corrine Fulwiler Ronald G. Hansen

Glacier Bay Sea Kayaks Consulting CNil Engineer

Robert Garrison Alice Hanson

Howard & Bonita Gild Paulla Hardy
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Karla Hart
Alaska Rainforest Treks

David Hatfield

Noreen Hautala

Russell Heath

Karl & Vivian Hegg

Dr. Shiela Helgatth

Richard Hellard

John W. Henley

Dale Henkins

John W. Henley

Joe Henri

Daniel Henry

Jeanne Henry

Pete Hettinger

Venetta Hildebrad

Corry Hildenbrand
Haines Light and Power

Lois Hiller

Steve Hinkie

Phil Hocker
Mineral Policy Center

Philip Hoffman

Phil R. Holdsworth

Eric Hone

Dan Hopson

Shane D. Horton

D.L. Howe

John Howe

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Appendix E

Norman Hughes

Ralph C. Hunt
AK Pacific Barge Line

Bud & Cindy Ivey

J.B. Jacks

Willette Janes

Kathleen Jensen

Mark Jensen

Tim June

Juneau Area State Parks Citizen Advisory Board

Juneau Audobon Society

Juneau Economic Development Community

Juneau Empire
News Director

KINY Radio-TV

KJNO/KTKU

KJUD-TV KSUP Radio

KTOO-TV and FM
News Director

Bonnie Kaden
Glacier Bay Sea Kayaks

Kelly Kahler

Kathleen Kdll

Geoff Kany

Dale Kelley

Chris Kent

Steven & Anne Kessler

Pamela Killbreath

Mary Lou King
Taku Conservation Society
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Mary Kirchnoff Richard Lomire
UAS Library

Matt & Patricia Kirchoff
Becky Long

Katya Kirsch Alaska Survival

Ben Kirkpatrick Craig Loomis

Kathy Knight Eric Loomis

Loretta Knightlingen Kathy Loomis

Peter & Christine Koch Lynn Canal. Conservation, Inc.

Kurt & Christine Kondzela E. Neil MacKinnon
Kyak Mining

Jeff & Cheri Kruger
Jim Mackovjak

Marilyn Kuoch Point Adolphus Seafood

Brian bbadle Mark Madrid
Echo Bay Mines Ltd.

Frank & Judith Maier
David LaChapelle

Kathy Many
Donald B. Lawrence Alliance for Juneau’s Future

Ken Leghorn
Alaska Discovery

Bill Leighty

Jack Leighty
Southern Maryland Audobon Society

Heather & Chip Lende

Harvey Leonard

Joyce Levine

Phyllis Lewis

Stephen Lewis

Buck Lindekugei

Kathryn Lizik

Robert Loescher
Seaiaska Corporation

Robert Loisell
Klukwan Forest Products

Marian Mann

Brad Marden
METI

Laui Manchester

Robert Marshall

Becky Martin-Byrd

Ed Masi

M. Mason

Ken Mass

Karen Max

Craig McCormick

Karin McCullough

Matia McDaniel

Tim McDonough
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M.D. Mclnnis
International Curator
Resources, Ltd.

Cecil & Lynnette McNutt

Luann McVey

Joe Mehrkens
SE Alaska Natural Resources Center

Vivian C. Menaker

M.A. Menzies

George Messerschmidt

Tom Meyer

Mark Miles

Eliabeth Miller
Alliance for Juneau’s Future

Rick Miller

George Moerlein

Rebecca Monroe

Vincent Morasco

Susan J. Murray
SE Alaska Natural Resources Center

Ann Myren

Dick Myren

Vincent Nathan
ESE

Fred Norley

Northern Construction

Elizabeth Opp

Florence Orth

Charlie Ott

Dana Owen

Katey Palmer

Jamie Parsons

Dick Pegues

Larry Pepper

Joe Perkins
Guess & Rudd

Jackson Peters

Patricia Phillips

Ginger Piper

Catherine Pohl

Ernie Polley

Ken Post

Sterling Prohaski

Thomas Quinlan

Brian N. Rae

Josh Ramquist

Jim Rehfeldt

Amanda Richardson

Robert Richins
Echo Bay Mines

Karl Richter

Rudy J. Ripley
Commercial Art

Susan Rick

Amanda Richardson

Rudy J. Ripley
Commercial Art

Heidi Robinchaud
Alaska Reform

Brian Roe
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Yereth Rosen
Reuters News Service

Bev Rosenthal

Luther Russell
Meridian Gold Company

Michael Sakarias
Juneau Group of the Sierra Club

Bobbi Sams

John A. Sandor

Jon Sandstedt

John J. Schnabel

Roger Schnabel
Northern Timber Corporation

Elaine Schroeder

Michael Sharon

Albert Shaw

Jev Shelton
SE Gillnet Federation

Susan Shook

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund

Sherry Simpson

John Sisk

Fred Sloan

Jeffrey Sloss
Tongass Tourism & Recreation

Vera B. Smith

Mark Sogge

A.J. Soltys

Steve Sorenson
Birch Horton

Jack Speed

John Staub

Cheryl Stead

Richard Steele

Alan Stein

Louise & Oscar Steinberg

Cecily Stern

Louisa Stoughton

Jim Stratton

Pauline N. Strong

David Sturgis

Harold Stowell
Department of Geology
University of Alaska

Pauline N. Strong

David Sturgis

Dan Sullivan

Bob Swanson

John Swanson
Frank Smith

Gene Smith

Kenneth A. Smith

Ken & Ethel Smith

Robefi Smith

Leslie E. Swanson

Paul H. Swift

Gail Taber/Robert Steele

J.P. Tangen

Grover Tayior
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Jim Taylor
WIDCO Waste Services, Inc.

Temsco Helicopters

Christy Tengs

Peter Tennis

Paula Terrel
Thane Neighborhood Assoc.

Joe & Judy Thomas

Judy Thompson

Joyce Thoresen
Friends of Berners Bay

Mark Thoreson
United SE Alaska Gillnetters

Kim Titus

Kim & Barb Turley

Peggy Turner

Roxanne Turner
Consultant

Jay Tutchton
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund

Maryln Twitchell
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund

United Fishermen of Alaska

United SE Alaska Gillnetters

David Nanney
Upper Lynn Canal Fish & Game Advisory
Committee

Linda Van Houten

Rick Van Nieuwenhuyse
Placer Dome USA

Tim Volwiler

Woody Walker

Janet Wallin

C.R. Wanamaker

Ed Warren

David Walter

Nancy Waterman

James Webb
Alaska Electric Light and Power

Pat Whelan

John White

Katy White

Bill Whitman

Randall Wiest

Fred Wlgg

James M. Wilcox, Sr.

Anthony Williams

Sandy Williams

Steve Williams
KHNS Radio

Joe Wilson
Goldbelt, Inc.

Richard Wilson

Tim Wilson

Diane Wirth

Ron Wood

Glenn Woodward

Phyllis Woolwine

Marianne Wright

Ross Writer

Karen Wuestenfeld
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Thomas Zaruba
Zaruba and Associates


